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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, August 2, 1991 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
Rev. Dr. Ronald F. Christian, Office 

of the Bishop, Evangelical Lutheran 
Church in America, Washington, DC, 
offered the following prayer: 

Gracious God, Your mercies are new 
to us each day, Your goodness is al
ways present for each person, Your 
peace is available to all who seek it. 

We pray, 0 God, that our personal 
whims will not replace in our lives, 
Your wishes, for what is good and just, 
or that our individual desires will not 
supplant in our actions Your demand 
for righteousness and mercy. 

And, may we always remember to 
call upon You for wisdom in moments 
of uncertainty, to seek Your consola
tion in times of great need and sorrow, 
to return thanks to You when joy and 
happiness abound. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
'I1he SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. NICH
OLS] to lead the House in the Pledge of 
Allegiance. 

Mr. NICHOLS led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills and a 
joint resolution of the following titles, 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested: 

S. 230. An act to authorize the transfer of 
certain programs and functions of the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion to the Department of the Interior, and 
for other purposes; 

S. 855. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An Act to authorize the erection of a me
morial on Federal land in the District of Co
lumbia and its environs to honor members of 
the Armed Forces of the United States who 
served in the Korean War;" 

S. 1554. An act to provide emergency unem
ployment compensation, and for other pur
poses; and 

S.J. Res. 187. Joint resolution to make a 
technical correction in Public Law 101-549. 

WE MUST REMEMBER AMERICAN 
WORKERS 

(Mr. DOWNEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
ask you to deliver a message to the 
President of the United States. We also 
share the great pride in the accom
plishments of the President in the So
viet Union. Mr. Speaker, I must say 
that there is a growing unease in the 
land that this President seems more 
concerned with the plight of workers in 
Moscow, Kiev, and Leningrad than 
those in Milwaukee, Columbus, and Los 
Angeles. 

Mr. Speaker, I have spoken to the 
people who are the victims of this re
cession. They are waiting in unemploy
ment lines, but they want to work. It is 
the responsibility of this Government 
to make sure that they do not lose 
their families, their homes, their 
apartments because they have lost 
their jobs. 

Today the House will be able to pass 
the same bill that the other body 
passed, to extend unemployment bene
fits. It is up to the President to sign 
this bill and to trigger the emergency 
so that the benefits will go and we will 
not see 300,000 people exhausting their 
benefits each month. 

Mr. Speaker, please tell the Presi
dent that if he does not sign this bill 
and trigger this emergency, he will 
have fired the first shot of the 1992 
campaign at the heart of American 
working men and women. 

RECOGNITION OF TOM REYNOLDS 
(Mr. HOUGHTON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize a distinguished 
friend of New York's 34th Congres
sional District, Mr. Tom Reynolds. 
Tom's hard work and dedication has 
been brought to my attention by some 
of the great veterans of Jamestown. He 
is currently a member of the Royal Ca
nadian Legion, branch 75, in Toronto. 

This brief statement is to express my 
gratitude to Tom for his extraordinary 
work for American and Canadian veter
ans. The veterans of western New York 
salute him for his efforts. 

This Legionnaire has proved his en
during commitment to the country 
many times, but particularly serving 
as an overseas member of the 15th Gen-

eral Medical Corps and devoting 20 
years to the Canadian Medical Militia. 
As the president of branch 75 of the 
Royal Canadian Legion, Tom has in
volved himself in mill tary and veteran 
events, including youth development, 
for years. 

For everyone today, I would like to 
recognize Tom for all the work he has 
done for veterans by fostering a greater 
understanding and more neighborly re
lationship between the United States 
and Canada. By serving as parade mar
shal and liaison officer, Tom coordi
nates and organizes all American units 
and Canadian veterans for the Warriors 
Day Parade held annually at the Cana
dian National Exhibition in Toronto on 
August 15. 

Always willing to lend a hand, Tom, 
at 75 is very young, loved, and admired 
by veterans of both the United States 
and Canada. 

REMEMBER THE KURDS 

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, tomor
row, August 3, the Kurdish National 
Congress of North America will con
vene in Washington, DC, in order to 
discuss and map out future strategy to 
resolve the continuing Kurdish crisis in 
northern Iraq. I am greatly honored to 
have been invited to address this gath
ering. 

Although we do not continue to see 
nightly pictures of dying refugees, tent 
cities, and food drops, there are still a 
number of issues that need to be set
tled. Although we now have a rapid ac
tion force in Turkey, we can still not 
guarantee the safety of these people. 
The Iraqi Government's past actions 
have shown an incredible disdain for 
the existence of the Kurds. 

Of utmost importance is the fact that 
people are still dying. Our economic 
embargo upon Iraq is necessary and 
justified. However, we must devise 
ways in which to deliver the assistance 
and subsistence that every human de
serves. 

And finally Saddam Hussein is still 
in power. No one, especially Kurds, will 
be safe until this dictator is removed. I 
hope my colleagues will join me in 
commending the continuing actions of 
the Kurdish front and I hope that we 
will not forget their struggle. 

OThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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NOTICE TO FOREIGN TERRORISTS 

(Mr. LAGOMARSINO asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
the indictment of a Salvadoran guer
rilla for the cold blooded murder of two 
United States servicemen represents a 
significant advance in the worldwide 
fight against terrorism. 

This action by a Federal grand jury 
puts all foreign terrorists on notice 
that they are subject to U.S. justice no 
matter where they may threaten or 
harm U.S. citizens. 

It also sends a clear signal to the 
FMLN guerrillas that military attacks 
against United States citizens or the 
Salvadoran Government will not ad
vance their cause. The only course for 
peace in El Salvador is for the FMLN 
to continue negotiations with the Sal
vadoran Government and for the FMLN 
finally to agree to a cease-fire. 

WHAT ABOUT AMERICAN 
WORKERS? 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
President said, even though there are 3 
million American workers who have 
run out of unemployment benefits, we 
cannot continue to declare budget 
emergencies, and we cannot continue 
to bust the budget. 

Wow! "Continue" is the key word, be
cause in March of this year, he busted 
the budget for Turks; in the same 
month, he again busted the budget for 
the Israelis; the following month he 
busted the budget for the Kurds. How
ever, when it comes to American work
ers, sorry, Charlie. 

The truth of the matter is, this 
President is more involved in the Mid
east than he is in the Midwest. 

There is one other thing I would like 
to say. It is the American workers who 
pay the taxes to give Americans a 
budget. Not the Soviets, not the East
ern Europeans, the Kurds or the Turks. 
It is time to extend those unemploy
ment benefits and start taking care of 
the American workers who pay the 
bills around here. 

BUREAUCRATIC DISTORTIONS OF 
CLEAN WATER ACT THREATEN 
PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS 
(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, the 
people's fundamental right to use and 
enjoy their private property is being 
infringed by overzealous bureaucrats. 
They have transformed the Clean 

Water Act into the Wetlands Protec
tion Act. This steady expansion of reg
ulatory jurisdiction is happening with
out the approval of Congress. 

The original intent of the Clean 
Water Act was to limit discharges of 
pollutants into the Nation's water
ways. 

0 1010 
EPA and the Corps of Engineers have 

moved from merely stopping water pol
lution to wetlands protection, and the 
wetlands in question need not be eco
logically valuable or indeed even wet. 

Regulators began to expand the wet
lands definition in the 1980's. Today, 
wetlands include a muddy patch be
tween two railroad ties in Idaho, a 
North Dakota cornfield where water 
pools during spring runoff, and 75-year
old irrigation ditches within the State 
of Nevada. 

Owners of such land who fail to se
cure permits before altering their wet
lands face stiff fines and even prison 
sentences. 

Regulatory claiming of supposed wet
lands is inappropriate, ridiculous, and 
indeed embarrassing to the Federal 
Government. 

H.R. 1330, the Comprehensive Wet
lands Conservation and Management 
Act, which I support, has been intro
duced to correct this error. 

Let us leave the Clean Water Act to 
police our waterways, and enact sepa
rate legislation to regulate wetlands 
responsibly. 

A WAR CRIMES TRIAL FOR 
SADDAM HUSSEIN 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, Presi
dent Bush performed an unprecedented 
act of courage and diplomatic skill in 
rolling back the Iraqi aggression that 
began 1 year ago today. 

The President secured the approval 
of the United Nations and Congress to 
commit troops to remove the Iraqi 
Army from the sovereign nation of Ku
wait. Then, when the U.N. mandate was 
fulfilled, the President ceased offensive 
operations. From start to finish, Oper
ation Desert Storm was conducted 
under the rule oflaw. 

It's time the United States and the 
nations of this coalition, take the ru1e 
of law to the next logical step: Trying 
Sad dam. 

A war crimes trial for Saddam would 
send an unmistakable message to ty
rants throughout the world. Initiating 
this trial now, against Saddam, will 
show that, even in times of war, basic 
human rights must be respected. 

Let Saddam confront, on the world 
stage, the human beings he stuck with 
cattle prods, charged with bolts of elec
tricity, and beat unmercifully. 

Bring charges against Saddam now. 
We cannot wait for Mr. Hussein to step 
down. This House shou1d take the lead 
in demanding war crimes trials for all 
Iraqis involved in the torture of Amer
ican military personnel. And, we 
should begin at the top with Saddam 
Hussein. 

FORCING A RELUCTANT PRESI
DENT TO RECOGNIZE THE UNEM
PLOYMENT CRISIS 
(Mr. FROST asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, every so 
often the Congress must drag the 
President kicking and screaming into 
doing something that is needed for the 
country. Today is just such an occa
sion. 

President Bush and his advisers have 
been refusing to extend additional 
weeks of unemployment benefits for 
the millions of Amercians who are out 
of work as a result of the Bush reces
sion. As far as the President and his 
men are concerned, there is no unem
ployment problem in the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to see the 
President explain that to the 50-year
old unemployed aerospace worker who 
stood up at one of my town hall meet
ings in Grand Prairie, TX, 3 weeks ago. 
He told me his unemployment com
pensation had run out and that he still 
could not find a job and needed help. 

I promised him that day that I would 
go back to Washington and do every
thing I could to see that unemploy
ment benefits were extended for him 
and his family. I will honor my com
mitment today by voting for the bill 
before the House. 

And I hope an overwhelming number 
of my colleagues will join in dragging 
the President kicking and screaming to 
a solution to this problem. 

PLANNED PARENTHOOD'S 
DECEPTIONS 

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to paint a picture that is not all 
too uncommon today. We are in New 
Haven, CT, in the lobby of a planned 
parenthood clinic. A girl, about 18 
years of age, has come in for abortion 
counseling. She tells the counselor 
that she has no job and no income, and 
promptly sees her fee waived-picked 
up by the American taxpayers; you and 
me, Mr. Speaker. 

In this case, Mr. Speaker, that young 
girl is a college student-at Yale Uni
versity. You see, clients desiring title 
X subsidies report only personal, rath
er than family income. That wealthy, 
educated, young girl has had Joe Six 
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Pack pay for someone to tell her that 
abortion is an option if she becomes 
pregnant-and she does not need paren
tal consent. 

Is this what the creators of title X 
envisioned? Mr. Speaker, it is time for 
us to end the deception and tell the 
truth. Title X was envisioned as a hu
mane program to help couples plan a 
family. Today, one-third of title X cli
ents are teenagers-only 31 percent are 
married. Rather than planning for fam
ilies, over 50 percent of title X clients 
reported zero live births. 

Perhaps planned parenthood's biggest 
deceptions are true stories like the one 
I related about the young Yale coed. 
Planned parenthood says that 85 per
cent of its clients are poor women. 
HHS, however, reports that only 46 per
cent of planned parenthood clients are 
under 150 percent of the poverty line. 
When you take into account that one
third of their clients are under 21 years 
of age, and that many of those young 
women can report no income because 
they live at home, you see that the ac
tual percentage of title X clients who 
are underprivileged is remarkably 
small. In fact, only 9 percent of female 
planned parenthood clients who re
ceived contraceptives were on Medic
aid. 

Planned parenthood has fought the 
title X regulations with deceptions and 
falsehoods. The arrogance they have 
displayed in their fight is appalling. 
Can we afford to continue their govern
mental subsidies of 37 million taxpayer 
dollars for yet another year? 

BRING SADDAM HUSSEIN TO 
TRIAL 

(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
the congressional human rights caucus 
held a hearing on Iraqi violations of 
the human rights of American pris
oners of war. The testimony from our 
Department of Defense was shocking. 
Physical abuses of American POW's 
ranged from electrical shocks and the 
breaking of bones to being slapped. 
Psychological threats ranged from the 
threatened severing of fingers to the 
placing of weapons to the head and the 
pulling of the trigger of an unloaded 
handgun. 

Other types of torture inflicted on 
U.S. prisoners of war included beating 
to the legs with an ax handle and a 
pipe, kicks to the body, whipping with 
a leather strap, strikes to the back of 
the neck and the head with a metal 
ball pendulum device. 

Mr. Speaker, after Saddam Hussein 
has gassed his Kurdish citizens, vio
lated the human rights of the Kuwaiti 
people, and perpetrated unspeakable 
horrors against his own citizens, we 
now find that American prisoners of 

war were subjected to physical torture 
by Saddam Hussein's troops. 

Mr. Speaker, the time to try Saddam 
Hussein for war crimes before an inter
national tribunal is now. He should be 
tried in absentia. In that way he will 
be out of office soon and he will pay 
the penalty for his horrendous crimes. 

THE CRISIS IN YUGOSLAVIA 
(Mr. G EKAS asked and was given 

permission to addresb the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, the Con
gress of the United States has not paid 
enough attention to the events that 
are unfolding in Yugoslavia. After all, 
history will recall that the fire of war 
was centered in that region for two 
world wars and could very well engen
der a third world war out of the same 
conflict; so today I am introducing a 
sense-of-the-House resolution that 
would prompt us, and I hope will 
prompt us, to hold hearings and to do 
everything we can to raise the level of 
appreciation for what is happening in 
Yugoslavia. 

Although the European community 
and the Security Council of that region 
is doing its utmost to wring out as 
much negotiating power among the re
publics as possible, we must learn more 
about it, and the American people 
must have a greater realization of how 
our future, the future of our own coun
try, depends on a resolution of those 
very serious conflicts in Yugoslavia. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
FOR HOSPICE CARE TO TERMI
NALLY ILL VETERANS 
(Ms. LONG asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing legislation to provide hos
pice care to terminally ill veterans. 
People facing terminal illness deserve 
the opportunity to arrive at their own 
conclusions regarding the care that 
they receive at the end of their lives. 
Some might choose to fight their ill
ness by receiving treatment in a hos
pital, but for some, this option is not 
appealing. For those persons, hospice 
care, which is provided in the home by 
trained professionals with the support 
of family members, might be a better 
choice. 

Unfortunately, this choice is not 
available to America's veterans. De
spite the cost savings associated with 
hospice care as opposed to inpatient 
treatment, no nationwide program ex
ists within the Department of Veterans 
Affairs [DV A] to provide hospice care 
to terminally ill veterans. 

For this reason, I am introducing leg
islation today to institute a dem
onstration project, within the DVA, 

studying the feasibility of providing 
hospice care. My legislation is very 
similar to a Senate bill, S. 1358, which 
has been reported out of the full Senate 
Veterans' Affairs Committee by a 
unanimous vote and has the support of 
many veteran advocacy organizations, 
including the American Legion, the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, and the Dis
abled American Veterans. 

The legislation would establish a 
demonstration project, within DVA, at 
between 15 and 30 facilities, to deter
mine how hospice care should be incor
porated into the DVA health care de
livery system. Urban and rural areas 
will be represented in the project. This 
bill does not require the DV A to con
tract out to private hospice providers. 
In fact, the study will include facilities 
that provide hospice care on an in
house basis. In addition, only those 
veterans who are currently eligible for 
hospitalization benefits will partici
pate in the project. 

An important provision of this legis
lation-which is not included in the 
Senate version-codifies budget neu
trality that we know already exists be
cause hospice care is more cost effec
tive than inpatient hospital care. This 
bill merely makes that fact the letter 
of the law. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, when DVA 
budgets and benefits are suffering cut
backs, any proposal which might result 
in better care for veterans, as well as a 
cost savings to the Department, must 
be explored. I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

D 1020 
PRESIDENT BUSH HAS AN 

EXTENSIVE DOMESTIC POLICY 
(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, for 
months now my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle have come down 
to the well of the House every day and 
slammed President Bush, saying that 
he does not have a domestic policy. 
Every day we hear it about the Presi
dent "doesn't do this" and "the Presi
dent doesn't do that." 

Well, come on, �f�o�l�k�~�;� George Bush is 
a decent human being who is trying to 
do a decent job. As a matter of fact, he 
is doing a great job as our President. 
He has a domestic agenda: America 
2000, an education plan that will help 
America's schools; a highway bill that 
will help America's �i�n�f�t�~�a�s�t�r�u�c�t�u�r�e� 

without raising taxes; an energy pro
gram to move us toward energy suffi
ciency; a crime bill that will take 
criminals off the street; and a growth 
package that will provide jobs to 
Americans. 

What he does not have, he does not 
have a majority in Congress who will 
work with him. 
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- Mr. Speaker, let us be honest with 

ourselves and our constituents, let us 
get off our rear ends and begin to move 
the President's domestic agenda. 

LEGISLATION TO INCREASE PELL 
GRANT MAXIMUMS 

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, it has 
often been said that as education goes 
so goes America. 

After 44 hearings in our Committee 
on Education and Labor, we have heard 
countless times that the Pell grant is 
the foundation, the catalyst for access 
for our families to improved education, 
higher education in this country. It 
gives me great pleasure today to intro
duce legislation which will increase the 
maximum Pell grant from $3,100 to 
$4,500 and increase the child care ex
pense allowance for Pell grant recipi
ents from $1,000 to $3,600. 

Mr. Speaker, as we face the challeng
ing problems going into a new century, 
I hope that through the Committee on 
Education and Labor, working with my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, 
that we can work to improve the edu
cational structure not only for our 
middle-class working families, our 
long-income working families, but for 
our working people who want to go 
into vocational education as well too. 

THE UNITED STATES SHOULD 
GATHER AND COORDINATE DOC
UMENTATION FOR WAR CRIMES 
TRIAL OF SADDAM HUSSEIN 
(Mr. WELDON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, yester
day, I chaired a 21/2-hour hearing that 
was designed to provide an overview of 
the process and evidence necessary to 
try Saddam Hussein for war crimes. 
Two very troubling and shocking rev
elations came out of the hearings with 
the seven witnesses whom we had be
fore us. 

The first was that all of our POW's 
and all allied POW's, for the first time 
acknowledged by the Defense Depart
ment, were abused and mistreated, one 
of whom was shocked on a continual 
basis to such an extent that at one 
point in time one of his teeth exploded 
from its socket, one of our POW's. 

But perhaps the most extensive 
shocking revelation to come out of our 
hearing was the fact that no one agen
cy, no one entity is in fact coordinat
ing the documentation of the evidence 
necessary to try Saddam Hussein for 
war crimes. 

We can talk about war crimes all we 
want and pass all the resolutions we 
want, but if we do not have the evi-

dence to present in a court of law, we 
will not be able to make the case. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be introducing 
legislation that will require the State 
Department to talk to our POW's, talk 
to our hostages, talk to citizen groups, 
talk to the Kuwaitis and to the envi
ronmental experts in order to docu
ment the evidence so that we can pur
sue a trial of Saddam Hussein at the 
appropriate international tribunal. 

UPDATE ON MIDDLE EAST PEACE 
NEGOTIATIONS 

(Mr. DREIER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, as President Bush has just re
turned from an extraordinary success
ful mission on his first postcold war 
summit, we mark the first anniversary 
of Saddam Hussein's horrendous inva
sion of Kuwait. While Saddam Hussein 
continues to pose a threat to many in 
the region, I would like to express my 
appreciation to Israeli Prime Minister 
Yitzhak Shamir, who has just indi
cated that he is going to go before his 
colleagues on Sunday and make the 
formal request that they proceed with 
negotiations with Syria, Jordan, and 
Lebanon, for the first time since De
cember 1973, that the Arabs will have 
embarked on this kind of wideranging 
negotiation. 

It remains to be seen whether or not 
the Palestinians will agree to be part 
of this process, but it is very clear that 
to see Israel make this very bold and 
dynamic step deserves our great appre
ciation and hearty congratulations. 

HUMAN SUFFERING CONTINUES AS 
AFTERMATH OF GULF WAR 

(Mr. PENNY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, 1 year ago 
today, Sad dam Hussein shocked the 
world when he invaded Kuwait. This 
act of naked aggression against a help
less neighbor could not go unanswered. 
The response was Operation Desert 
Shield followed by Operation Desert 
Storm: An international military coa
lition-led by the United States-which 
expelled the Iraqis and defeated Sad
dam Hussein's army. 

Desert Storm was a great victory, 
but now it is time to deal with the 
aftermath of the war. The economic 
embargo remains against Iraq. Yet in 
spite of war and continued sanctions 
Saddam Hussein remains in power
seemingly insulated from outside pres
sure. He also seems impervious to the 
cries of the vulnerable children in his 
own country, who are dying by the 
thousands due to shortages of food, 

medicine, and the lack of adequate 
sanitation. 

Medical teams visiting Iraq first re
ported the tragic living conditions in 
early June. At that time, I proposed 
House Concurrent Resolution 168 tore
lease a portion of Iraq's frozen assets 
for humanitarian aid. Now-nearly 2 
months later-the Bush administration 
seems to agree that it is time to help 
ease the suffering. 

The U.N. Security Council-with 
America's blessing-is considering a 
plan to allow Iraq to export oil for the 
purchase of food and medicine. Frank
ly, I felt that allowing the sale of oil
money we do not directly control
would be more problematic than using 
Iraq's frozen assets-which we can con
trol. Nevertheless, if the Security 
Council approves the sale of oil, I will 
support the decision. It is time the 
world community takes steps to stop 
this needless human suffering in Iraq, 
and to call on Saddam Hussein to-for 
once-do the right thing and allow this 
food and medicine to reach the chil
dren in peril. 

Mr. Speaker, the war is long over. 
The dying must stop. 

TAX INCREASES LEAD TO fiG HER 
UNEMPLOYMENT 

(Mr. JAMES asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House of Representatives will vote on 
the unemployment crisis, while that 
side of the aisle struggles once more to 
raise taxes on the American people. 

Millions of Americans are unem
ployed today as a direct result of the 
last tax increase imposed on the Amer
ican people. 

When will we learn? Taxes are too 
high. As Government keeps squeezing, 
we get no blood from the turnip; but we 
destroy jobs, block progress, crush the 
hopes of American families. 

I am asking my friends on that side 
of the aisle, as you talk today about 
the misery of mothers and fathers who 
cannot support their children, think 
about what you have done. 

0 1030 

THE ISSUE THAT STIRS THE 
REPUBLICANS TO THEIR DEPTHS 
(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, now here 
is a news item: The Republicans are 
leading the fight to repeal the luxury 
tax. The Republicans argue that it is 
unreasonable to ask a person to pay an 
extra tax on his million dollar yacht, a 
higher tax on his Jaguar luxury sedan, 
a new tax on his personal jet plane. 
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Leave it to be the Republicans to 

zero in on human suffering. They are 
blind to working families unable to af
ford a college education for their kids, 
middle income families struggling to 
pay medical bills and the homeless. No, 
the issue that stirs the Republicans to 
their depths is whether Donald Trump 
has to pay a luxury tax on the diamond 
bracelet he is giving to the next Mrs. 
Trump. 

Now, before falling for the line that 
the Republicans are really fighting for 
the yacht builders, and airplane assem
bly line workers, remember when the 
Republicans and President Bush re
jected a tax on millionaires last year. 
They accepted a tax on the toys of the 
rich, so, if they really want to protect 
the toymakers, will they now accept a 
tax on the superrich to make up the 
difference? 

Do not wait for that ship to come in. 

NORTHWEST OLD GROWTH PRO
TECTION AND ECONOMIC STABIL
ITY ACT OF 1991 
(Mr. MORRISON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to tell my colleagues that the 
Northwest is moving ahead together to 
save the families and communities of 
our struggling timber economy, and 
the old growth forests we are so prqud 
of. 

Today a bipartisan majority of Mem
bers from the Northwest, who have 
been working together for many 
months, have something to present to 
the rest of you, and urge you to sup
port. 

The Northwest Old Growth Protec
tion and Economic Stability Act of 
1991, represents our region's best effort 
to reach a balance that the Nation has 
been asking for-it balances the needs 
of timber dependent families and com
muni ties with the need to protect our 
Nation's natural heritage. 

We introduce this legislation to focus 
the debate in Congress, so that we can 
move our families and jobs, our towns 
and cities, our forests, fish and 
streams, out of the courts and into a 
more certain future. 

The special interests have already 
begun attacking us on every flank. 
Just remember that they will never ac
cept the balance we need for Congress 
to succeed. And our forests, and the 
folks who depend on them, need us to 
succeed now more than ever. 

A MOST REGRESSIVE AND UNFAIR 
TAX 

(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, this 
Congressman is strongly in favor of 

Federal action which will pump bil
lions of dollars into rebuilding this Na
tion's deteriorating infrastructure
our roads, our bridges, our mass transit 
systems, and our other transportation 
needs. I am not, however, in favor of 
raising the gasoline tax 5 cents per gal
lon in order to finance these projects
as current legislation proposes. 

The gasoline tax is one of the most 
regressive and unfair taxes imaginable. 
Clearly, this tax will come down heav
ily on working people, like the workers 
in a rural State like Vermont, who 
often have to travel long distances in 
order to get to work. Raising the gas 
tax last year by a nickel per gallon was 
wrong, and raising it another 5 cents 
per gallon this year is even more 
wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, the wealthiest people in 
our country have grown much wealthi
er during the last decade, yet at the 
same time they have seen a significant 
decline in their tax burden. The work
ing people and the middle class have 
grown poorer, but they have seen an in
crease in their tax burden. 

Let us say no to the 5-cent gas tax 
and return, after the recess, with a new 
revenue raising proposal which will be 
fair and progressive-not another tax 
on working people. 

WHITE HOUSE ANTI-CRIME BILL 
NEEDED 

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, it seems 
that every morning when I pick up the 
morning paper I read another story 
about a paroled killer or rapist or child 
molester who has been released to re
peat his unspeakable crimes. 

Last year, this body overwhelmingly 
passed strong law enforcement legisla
tion that included habeas corpus re
form, expansion of the Federal death 
penalty, liberalization of the 
exculsionary rule, and· mandatory vic
tims' restitution. Yet these provisions 
were scuttled in conference committee. 

Recently, the Senate passed a crime 
bill which the Attorney General has 
termed "acceptable," although it lacks 
exclusionary rule reform. 

Now comes word that the House 
Democrat leadership has come up with 
its own crime bill which purports to 
emphasize crime prevention. It in
cludes $260 million less than the Senate 
bill for more FBI and DEA agents and 
$700 million less for Federal prison ex
pansion. It also includes so-called fair
ness in death sentencing provisions 
which would invite a quota approach to 
the application of the death penalty 
and which could have the effect of abol
ishing capital punishment in most 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not crime pre
vention and it is not crime control. 

The time has come to pass the Presi
dent's anticrime package. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE 
TAHOOCHEE FOREST 
TION ACT OF 1991 

CHAT
PROTEC-

(Mr. JENKINS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to introduce the Chattahoochee 
Forest Protection Act of 1991. This leg
islation will provide protection for 
vital natural resources in the Chat
tahoochee National Forest in north 
Georgia. 

Rapid expansion of urban areas 
around the Chattahoochee National 
Forest has threatened the delicate bal
ance of nature which we have grown 
accustomed to through the years, and, 
perhaps begun to take for granted. I 
fear that the major emphasis for man
agement in the Chattahoochee Na
tional Forest has been focused on tim
ber harvesting. That is why I have des
ignated five areas within the forest, to
taling approximately 56,240 acres, for 
management practices which empha
size the recreational and scenic quali
ties of these areas. This proposal con
tains only Forest Service lands, omit
ting any privately held lands. 

I realize that there are many who de
pend on the timber industry for their 
livelihood. With that in mind, the 
boundaries for the five areas were care
fully drawn to include land which was 
the least suitable for timber harvesting 
to lessen any adverse economic impact. 
My proposal contains less than 10 per
cent of the total acreage of the Chat
tahoochee National Forest in Georgia. 

However, within this land lies some 
of the most scenic and pristine areas of 
the Chattahoochee National Forest. 
The areas which I have included in this 
legislation contain such resources as 
the headwaters of the Chattahoochee 
River and the beginning of the historic 
Apalachian Trail. 

Prior to introducing this legislation, 
I questioned my constituents as to 
their feelings regarding these 
designatioins. I was pleasantly sur
prised at the high number of responses 
I received from the ninth district, as 
well as others from the State of Geor
gia. Their support was overwhelming, 
and many advocated greater protection 
than what I was proposing. It appears 
that our Nation is becoming more sen
sitive to the destruction of our envi
ronment that many of our activities 
cause, and want to ensure that the re
sources which we enjoy will be there 
for future generations. 

Specifically, my legislation would 
designate three areas as wilderness 
areas, one area as a scenic area, and 
one area as a national recreation area. 
The first area I am proposing for inclu
sion in the Wilderness Preservation 
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System is an addition to the existing 
Brasstown Wilderness Area. Approxi
mately 1,160 acres will be designated 
for protection. The area contains the 
scenic slopes of Brasstown Bald and 
has three wild trout streams. 

The second and third areas will be 
newly designated wilderness areas com
prised of 24,680 acres. The Blood Moun
tain Wilderness Area is approximately 
7,800 acres and is named for Blood 
Mountain which is one of the highest 
peaks in Georgia which cannot be 
reached by road at an elevation of 4,467 
feet. Eleven miles of the Appalachian 
Trail are also within the boundaries of 
this area. 

The Mark Trail Wilderness Area con
tains approximately 16,880 acres and is 
being named after the cartoon char
acter created by the late Ed Dodd who 
was a resident of my district. Ed Dodd 
was an outdoorsman, sportsman, gen
tleman, farmer, and artist. These 
unique qualities were combined by the 
artist, and the character of Mark Trail 
emerged into the comic strips. Mark 
Trail is known as a champion outdoors
man and wildlife educator. His life in 
the comic strips began on April 15, 1946, 
and he still enjoys a loyal following. 
Prior to his death, Ed Dodd turned over 
the strip to his collaborator, Jack 
Elrod. Through the talents of Jack 
Elrod, the philosophy of Ed Dodd that 
"every organism is dependent on all 
others" lives on the Mark Trail comic 
strip. I think that it is only fitting 
that Ed Dodd be remembered for the 
contributions which he made to con
servation through the Mark Trail 
comic strip. 

The Mark Trail Wilderness Area also 
contains 15 miles of the Appalachian 
Trail and the crest of the Blue Ridge 
Mountains. The area is home to the 
headwaters of the Chattahoochee 
River, as well as several species of 
wildlife, wild trout streams, and sev
eral rare plant species. 

The fourth area I am proposing is to 
be designated as the Coosa Bald Scenic 
Area. It is comprised of approximately 
7,100 acres and is named for the 4,287 
foot high point of Coosa Bald. The area 
is noted for its scenic views, as well as 
the challenging Duncan Ridge and 
Coosa trails. Famous wildflower dis
plays and a rare stand of distinctive 
yellow birch are also within the bound
aries. 

The final area I am proposing is the 
Springer Mountain National Recre
ation Area. Approximately 23,330 acres 
have been included in the area which 
contains Rock Creek Lake and sections 
of the Toccoa River. The area provides 
a variety of recreational opportunities 
which include water activities, hiking, 
camping, and for the truly adventurous 
a swinging bridge over the Toccoa 
River. The Appalachian Trail also be
gins at Springer Mountain. 

Mr. Speaker, the basic purpose of my 
proposal is to change the management 

practices on this small portion of our 
national forest to give greater empha
sis to recreation and scenic values 
rather than timber harvesting and to 
preserve the resources for the impact 
they have in sustaining for future gen
erations. 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE RECESSES TODAY 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the Speaker to declare re
cesses today, subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, if I might, I 
take this time just to engage in a col
loquy with the majority leader, the 
gentleman from Missiouri [Mr. GEP
HARDT]. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman if 
the recess authority that he is asking 
for now is solely for the purpose of al
lowing the Committee on Ways and 
Means to get over here to consider the 
unemployment insurance bill and not 
for the purpose of taking up other leg
islation later today. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo
MON] is correct. If there is a need for 
this later in the day, we will consult 
with the minority to make sure it is 
acceptable. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Further, Mr. Speak
er, would we be taking up the rule, and 
then having the recess, or will we be 
recessing before we take up the rule? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. We hope to go 
straight from the rule through the bill 
and its completion. 

Mr. SOLOMON. So that after the 1 
minute, we will go on the rule and then 
recess to wait for the Committee on 
Ways and Means to come over? 

D 1040 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 

gentleman will yield, we will go to the 
rule and the bill. As soon as the rule is 
prepared and ready, we will go to the 
rule and then to the bill, and we will 
try to finish. 

The reason for the recess authority is 
because after that, we do not know 
when the Senate will be finishing and 
we have got to be in coordination in 
terms of finishing today. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Then after the 1 min
utes, we will not take up the rule, 
which we reported last night at 9 
o'clock? The rule is ready on the floor 
here now, but we will not take it up. 
We will recess and then take up the 
rule and the bill as soon as possible? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, if I may 
just encourage the majority leader, I 
think we are prepared to go to the rule 
presently. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, that 
is correct. 

Mr. McEWEN. We will proceed with 
the rule here, if there is no objection, 
right after the 1 minute. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
only reason for this request was to 
have recess authority today if later, 
coordinating our final adjustment with 
the Senate, we needed more time. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. As I understand it, 
then, after 1 minute we will proceed di
rectly to the rule. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, that is 
correct. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
McNULTY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER AND 
THE MINORITY LEADER TO AC
CEPT RESIGNATIONS AND MAKE 
APPOINTMENTS, NOTWITH
STANDING ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that, notwithstand
ing any adjournment of the House until 
Wednesday, September 11, 1991, the 
Speaker and the minority leader be au
thorized to accept resignations and to 
make appointments authorized by law 
or by the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1991 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday, 
September 11, 1991. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

CONDITIONAL AUTHORITY FOR 
MEMBERS TO REVISE AND EX
TEND REMARKS IN THE CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD, NOTWITH
STANDING ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that notwithstand-
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ing the adjournment of the House until 
Wednesday, September 11, 1991, all 
Members of the House shall have the 
privilege to extend and revise their 
own remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on more than one subject, if 
they so desire, and may also include 
therein such short quotations as may 
be necessary to explain or complete 
such extensions of remarks; but this 
order shall not apply to any subject 
matter which may have occurred or to 
any speech delivered subsequent to the 
said adjournment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING REMOVAL OF THE 
MACE OF THE HOUSE AFTER AD
JOURNMENT TO THE SMITHSO
NIAN INSTITUTION FOR REP AIRS 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

a resolution, and I ask unanimous con
sent for its immediate consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 211 
Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the 

House of Representatives is authorized and 
directed, on behalf of the House of Rep
resentatives, to deliver the mace of the 
House of Representatives, following the ad
journment of the House, to the Smithsonian 
Institution only for the purpose of having 
necessary repairs made to the mace and 
under such circumstances as will assure that 
the mace is properly safeguarded; Provided, 
however, That the mace shall be returned to 
the House of Representatives before noon on 
the day before the House reconvenes or at 
any sooner time when so directed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. GEPHARDT (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the immediate consider
ation of the resolution? 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ADVICE FOR THE DEMOCRATS 
(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
morning and, indeed, throughout the 
week, the House has witnessed a 
shameless display of self-interest and 
partisanship by Members of this body. 

This week, President George Bush 
culminated a 10-year effort and signed 
a historic Strategic Arms Reduction 

Treaty with the Soviet Union. If suc
cessful, this treaty will cut superpower 
nuclear arms by 30 percent and outlaw 
heavy new intercontinental missiles. 

In response to this achievement, 
some Democrats marched to the House 
floor and announced that the President 
wasn't spending enough time here at 
home, breaking the budget deal and 
raising taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, evidently the Demo
cratic Party has decided the President 
should neglect his duties outlined in 
the Constitution. Maybe they do not 
think nuclear treaties are important. 
Maybe they think we should abandon 
arms control and concentrate instead 
on their priori ties of increasing the 
size of Government. 

Or perhaps there is a different reason 
why the Democrats have acted so 
shamelessly. Perhaps they acted out of 
envy. Maybe the want to control the 
White House and enjoy a Constitu
tional mandate to set foreign policy 
and negotiate treaties. I guess they 
think tearing of the President is the 
way to do that. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, if these Demo
crats want to gain access to the White 
House and play a larger role in setting 
foreign policy-! have a simple solu
tion. 

Get in tune with the American peo
ple. 

Join the Republican Party. 

IN FAVOR OF 
EMERGENCY 
BENEFITS 

EXTENSION OF 
UNEMPLOYMENT 

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, this ap
pears to be the last day that we will 
have in session before the August dis
trict work period starts, and so I would 
like to take this moment to wish my 
colleagues a happy, healthy, and pro
ductive recess, with a little vacation 
thrown in for good measure. 

I would also like to commend leaders 
on both sides of the aisle in the House 
and in the other body for having 
achieved a compromise agreement on 
extending emergency unemployment 
benefits to unemployed workers. Many 
of them happen to be in my community 
of Louisville, and I am pleased to see 
from looking at the conference com
mittee report that Kentucky will qual
ify for 13 additional weeks of unem
ployment benefits under the formulae 
which are incorporated into that bill. 

I am also pleased to see in there ex
tended unemployment benefits for re
turning Desert Storm veterans and for 
reservists who have come off of active 
duty. 

Currently, under the law it is ex
tremely difficult for these people to 
achieve their unemployment benefits 
and to get back into the mainstream. 

This bill, in line with other bills we 
have passed to assist veterans and re
servists, is a step in the right direc
tion. I salute my colleagues for having 
achieved this agreement and look for
ward to voting for it and then to see 
my colleagues back here, healthy, safe, 
and sound in September. 

BUSH TITLE X REGULATIONS 
WILL BE PRESERVED BY HOUSE 
(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to an
nounce that there is no doubt that we 
have the votes to sustain the Presi
dent's veto so as to preserve the new 
title X regulations designed to ensure 
that abortion not be promoted, coun
seled, or referred for as a method of 
family planning in federally subsidized 
family planning projects. A Member
to-Member whip check over the last 2 
weeks has confirmed that we are well 
over the top and building additional 
support by the day. This will be the 
most important right-to-life vote of 
the year and I'm looking forward to 
the debate. 

Of interest to Members is the fact 
that we are finding that the pro-abor
tion lobby's distortion campaign is 
backfiring. For the first time ever, 
planned parenthood is being exposed 
for performing counseling and referring 
over 200,000 abortions a year, many of 
them on minors without their parents' 
knowledge or consent. 

Sadly, planned parenthood, which re
ceives millions under the title X pro
gram, has become in many towns 
across the United States the local 
neighborhood abortionist. 

Mr. Speaker, our Member-to-Member 
poll has found, notwithstanding some 
exceptions, that most pro-life Members 
understand that counseling and refer
ring for abortion grossly undermines 
the respect for the life of the unborn 
child. If we were talking about counsel
ing for a cancer or for a disease, that 
would be one thing, but pregnancy is 
not a disease and an unborn child can
not be likened to a diseased pancreas. 

This fight is about abortion advocacy 
and taxpayers ought not be forced to 
subsidize advocacy that destroys chil
dren. The consequence of abortion re
ferral and counseling is very simply 
that unborn babies die. 

Mr. Speaker, referrals for prenatal 
care on the other hand, which are pro
vided for in the Bush regulations, rec
ognize that every pregnancy includes 
two patients, the mother and, the baby. 
Both patients are absolutely worthy of 
respect and the best maternal and pre
natal care possible. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me remind 
Members that yesterday's vote on the 
DC conference report-which contains 
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fundings for abortion on demand-was 
41 votes short of the number needed to 
overturn the President's anticipated 
veto. The Member-to-Member whip 
check coupled with yesterday's vote 
suggests we will indeed preserve every 
current pro-life policy. 

OTHER THOUGHTS ON ABORTION 
(Mr. WYDEN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, in spite of 
the remarks you just heard from my 
�f�~�i�e�n�d�,� the gentleman from New Jersey, 
there is some very good news this 
morning for the milions of low-income 
women who depend on federally funded 
family planning programs. Late yester
day the Commerce Committee voted to 
send to the floor the bill of the gen
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN], 
to reauthorize the federally funded 
family planned program. 

Without this legislation, our country 
would have two tiers of health care: 
The well to do could get access to all 
the information they needed about 
family planning from their private doc
tors, but because of the U.S. Supreme 
Court's decision in Rust versus Sulli
van, the low-income women would not 
be able to get the facts. Their doctors 
could not be straight with them. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
PORTER] and I have introduced legisla
tion with more than 170 of our col
leagues to reverse the Supreme Court 
ruling. Yesterday the Commerce Com
mittee voted to reauthorize the family 
planning program, throw out the Rust 
versus Sullivan decision, provide for an 
increase in funding, and stipulate that 
State law would provide under the is
sues of parental notification. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] and the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] deserve great 
credit for moving forward this legisla
tion. It will be a good bill that we can 
take up early this fall. 

0 1050 

REMEMBER THE MIA'S, POW'S, 
AND HOSTAGES 

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, as I try to do whenever we are 
about to take a long break here, I try 
to get up for at least a moment and 
mention that there are six Americans 
still rotting in Beirut, and our POW's. 
I am wearing my POW tie today. I have 
been to five hearings this week, spent 1 
hour 15 minutes with Mr. Cheney last 
night in the conference room of the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], 
and there will be another conference 

this afternoon. We are not getting any
where. 

But before I do that, I want to com
ment on the last two speakers. I want 
to associate myself, in total, with the 
remarks of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH], and point out also 
that on the parental notification-and 
I say this as a parent with my wife five 
times over, with eight grandchildren, 
and more to come-on parental notifi
cation on abortion, major surgery, it 
also lost in that same Commerce vote 
that my friend from Oregon mentioned, 
23 to 20. 

Now, let me make note of something. 
Everybody listen well on this gag rule, 
so-called gag rule description. 

Yet another Congressman is divorc
ing his wife, and he wants the gag rule 
enforced on his wife, who has just en
dorsed his opponent. 

Isn't it interesting that gag rules are 
great, when you lock up and tape the 
mouth of your former spouse. A lot of 
people get Potomac fever around here 
and reject that partner that just spent 
10, 15, 20, or 30 years getting them here. 
That gag rule is OK, but the other gag 
rule is not. 

Mr. Speaker, back to the POW's and 
our hostages in Beirut. We still do not 
know the story of what happened to 
Americans after World War II that 
were in Siberian camps. We left 389 
people behind in Korea. That was 38 
years ago last Saturday that we had 
the cessation of hostilities there. 

We have the six hostages, including 
Terry Anderson, captured March 16, 
1985. 

This is 1991, folks. Six years and four 
votes by the time we get back from 
this break. Tom Sutherland was cap
tured June 9. We still do not know how 
to find people missing in action in 
Laos, from where not a single Amer
ican came home. 

We have got our work cut out for us, 
and let us pray hard during this break 
that we get at least the people back 
from Beirut. 

PRESIDENT SHOULD DECLARE 
EMERGENCY FOR UNEMPLOYED 
AMERICANS AT HOME 
(Mr. WISE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, a previous 
speaker talked about challenging the 
Democrats on foreign policy, and I un
derstand that, because he did not want 
to challenge us on domestic policy, be
cause then we would have to talk about 
the Republican failings. 

Today we are going to have a chance 
to address that. We are going to have a 
chance to deal with Amercians who 
have got real problems at home. 

I know it is not the same as being a 
foreign country. It is not the Kurds, it 
is not the Ukrainians, it is not the So-

viets, it is not all those people that we 
love to help, except it is our own peo
ple. It is time to help them. 

Today we have a chance to vote on 
an unemployment bill that will extend 
benefits for working families that are 
out of work temporarily. This is a bill, 
for instance, that will help people keep 
their mortgages going; it will help peo
ple make the tuition payments in the 
fall for their children in college. It will 
help working Americans keep body and 
soul together. I hope the President will 
sign it, and then declare the financial 
emergency that is necessary to trigger 
this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, just so everyone under
stands, the emergency was declared for 
the Kurds, the emergency was declared 
for Bangladesh. The question is wheth
er the President will declare an emer
gency for Americans here at home. 

Welcome home, Mr. President. We 
have got problems, and we are looking 
forward to having you work on them. 

CONGRESS WOULD FAIL 
ECONOMICS 101 

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, it is soon 
time for our summer students and our 
summer classes in universities to suffer 
their summer final exams. When those 
students in that first year economics 
course answer on their exam that we 
should raise taxes in a recession, their 
professor will say, "You failed." 

When the students say that if you 
levy a special excise tax on any com
modity in this country there will be no 
reduction in sales of that commodity, 
there will be no drop in production of 
that commodity, there will be no un
employment pursuant to that reduc
tion in production, nor will there be 
any loss in revenues to the Govern
ment from the taxes not paid by those 
people who are unemployed, the profes
sor will say, "You fail." 

For you unfortunate students out 
there that get failed for saying these 
things, tell your professor, "What are 
you failing me for? Congress is getting 
away with doing it, and they are con
tinuing to do it-keeping those oppres
sive luxury taxes in place and keeping 
those poor folks out of jobs and losing 
$20 million a year for the Government 
in lost taxes otherwise not paid." 

WORK ON DAIRY LEGISLATION 
CONTINUING 

(Mr. DE LA GARZA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to advise Members where we 
are on the dairy legislation. We begin 
the process out there with the dairy-
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men, with the producers, with the 
users, with the consumers, and work 
through the different associations, 
work through the umbrella federation, 
work through the subcommittee, work 
through the committee, and pass legis
lation out of the committee. 

It now has been referred to two other 
committees that have jurisdiction over 
parts of the legislation. So for this part 
of the session, we have no time now to 
act on it. 

Mr. Speaker, this is to assure Mem
bers and producers, users, and consum
ers, that we will continue working 
through the recess. Late yesterday we 
met with the Secretary of Agriculture, 
Members of the Senate, and members 
of the House Committee on Agri
culture. So we are working, trying to 
bring a viable, workable piece of legis
lation when we come back in the fall. 

MAINTAINING THE INTEGRITY OF 
THE FEDERAL FAMILY PLAN
NING PROGRAM 
(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, it 
is time to tell the truth about the title 
X regulations. Our Federal Family 
Planning Program now makes a dis
tinction between abortion and family 
planning-as the overwhelming major
ity of Americans do. In past years, 
Planned Parenthood recognized the dis
tinction between abortion and preven
tive family planning. 

Their own brochure, printed in 1963, 
reads: "What is birth control? Is it an 
abortion?" The brochure goes on to an-
swer: 

Definitely not, an abortion kills the life of 
a baby after it has begun * * * Birth Control 
merely postpones the beginning of life. 

Mr. Speaker, for the first time in 
years, I find myself agreeing with 
Planned Parenthood and longing for 
the 1960's. Planned Parenthood ac
knowledged in 1963 that abortion is not 
family planning, that once a baby has 
been conceived, it is too late to plan 
pregnancy. This view is shared by 77 
percent of Americans who oppose "of
fering abortions as a method of birth 
control in taxpayer-funded family 
planning programs" according to a 
June 1991 Wirthlin Group poll. Let us 
maintain the integrity of the Federal 
Family Planning Program and support 
the current regulations. 

CRITICAL DECISIONS LOOM IN THE 
MIDDLE EAST 

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, yester
day the President toured the Ukraine 
and shed tears as he recalled the 33,000 

Ukrainian Jews who were killed over 36 
hours in 1941, and the thousands more 
who followed as the Nazi genocide con
tinued at Babi Yar. I was moved by the 
President's emotions, as no doubt were 
people around the world, Jews and non
Jews. 

But, Mr. Speaker, some shed tears 
about the Holocaust every day: Those 
who lost their loved ones, those who 
are awakened at night with memories 
of the concentration camps, and those 
who saw their people and culture oblit
erated by a madman. 

It is those of us with such strong feel
ings about the Holocaust who strive 
daily to ensure the safety of Israel. We 
know that only the existence of an 
independently secure Jewish state can 
truly guarantee that the Holocaust is 
never repeated. I ask the President to 
remember the emotions he felt at Babi 
Yar when he convenes the Middle East 
Peace Conference. Mr. Shamir has 
agreed, cautiously, to attend the con
ference, contingent upon certain rea
sonable conditions. If Israel seems 
overly cautious, or overly conservative 
to some of my colleagues, it is because 
the Jews of Israel remember the Holo
caust, they remember a history of per
secution, and they remember that they 
were always given assurances that they 
would be safe. It is in the Middle East 
that the United States has the oppor
tunity to safeguard the future of the 
Jewish people, or to jeopardize it. I 
pray that the President steers the 
right course. 

RESCUE THE AMERICAN WORKER 
(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been one year since the most recent re
cession has begun. The administration 
says the recession is over, but most 
Americans will tell you something 
quite different. 
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become unemployed since June of hi.st 
year-a 33-percent increase. 

With nearly 9 million Americans out 
of work and at least 3.5 million facing 
life without unemployment benefits, 
we have a real economic emergency at 
home. 

Mr. Speaker, this Nation has acted 
with compassion in addressing the 
emergency needs of the people of 
countless countries around the world, 
including the Kurds, the Bangladeshis, 
Kuwaitis and others, but where is the 
President when it comes to the Amer
ican worker. 

The people in this country without 
unemployment benefits are the very 
workers whose taxes have financed the 
President's global generosity. 

Today, the Congress will act to help 
Americans who have lost their jobs. 

The ball will then be in the President's 
court. He can either declare an emer
gency to help Americans survive this 
recession, or he can continue to ignore 
the needs of America's families. We 
came to the rescue of the Kuwaitis, 
now it is time to come to the rescue of 
Americans. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
(Mr. KENNEDY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, the 
President has just rejected the latest 
proposal for a compromise on civil 
rights legislation. A proposal from a 
member of his own party. A proposal 
that is completely consistent with a 
quarter century of civil rights laws. A 
proposal that simply says employers 
cannot set standards that are unre
lated to job performance. A proposal to 
guarantee that everyone gets a fair 
shot at a job. 

What the President wants is a civil 
rights bill that would allow a 
menswear company not to hire a 
woman just because she doesn't fit in 
with the corporate image. He wants a 
society where it is OK not to hire 
blacks or Latinos just because a biased 
employer thinks they might affect the 
morale of other employees. He would, 
in short, turn the clock back, not 
ahead. Above all, it is becoming clearer 
by the day that this President craves a 
campaign issue that will exploit the 
fears of working men and women who 
live constantly on the brink of jobless
ness and poverty. An issue that will 
put a smokescreen in front of a 
Reagan-Bush recession that has put 9 
million men and women out of work, 
and crippled living standards for mil
lions more. 

Mr. Speaker, the party of Lincoln de
serves better. If this President can 
stand up for the Kurds and Shiites, 
then surely he can take a stand for 
those in this country who continue to 
suffer in the dark corners of bigotry. 

RESCUE AMERICA'S UNEMPLOYED 
(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise her re
marks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the United States says the 
following things are dire emergencies: 
aid to Turkey, the gulf war, the sav
ings and loan bailout, and the IMF 
funding for the International Monetary 
Fund. 

Well, that is what has happened, and 
those are off budget, and that costs an
other $60 billion to the American tax
payer this year. The thing that he says 
is not, not an emergency, are Ameri
cans unemployed. I cannot believe we 
can be turning our backs on people who 
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have lost their jobs because of the in
credible international competition we 
have come under. 

It is interesting that it is more im
portant to give most-favored-nation 
status to the Chinese, the only country 
who runs over their own children with 
their tanks, and therefore we import 
more and more products from them, 
lose more and more jobs to them, and 
we do not care about our jobless rate at 
home. 

I certainly hope the administration 
changes its mind. I think if we were in 
the moccasins of those people who are 
unemployed, this would be a very dif
ficult distinction to understand. 

PRESIDENT DID NOT BUST THE 
BUDGET 

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, we have 
just heard the gentlewoman from Colo
rado criticize the President of the 
United States for following through on 
all the programs she personally voted 
for, according to the National Tax
payers' Union. 

I happened to vote against most of 
those programs myself, but that point 
is irrelevant here. The point is that no 
President of the United States can bust 
the budget. Only the Congress of the 
United States can bust the budget, and 
we are one of the most irresponsible 
bodies that has ever served. During the 
Reagan economic growth policy that 
was so miraculous during the 1980's, 
the money coming into the Federal 
coffers, without raising taxes, nearly 
doubled. It went from something like 
$700 billion up to $1.2 or $1.3 trillion, 
and we did not raise taxes at all. 

Do Members know this Congress 
spent every nickel of it and more? That 
is why we have the deficit we have 
today. We have a deficit not because 
tax receipts are too low, but because 
spending is too high. In fact, studies 
show that, over the past 45 years, every 
dollar of revenue raised by new taxes 
has been matched by $1.60 in new 
spending. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentlewoman. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentleman for 
studying my record so closely, but if he 
would look again, the gentleman would 
find that I did not vote for the foreign 
aid budget, the gulf war, or the savings 
and loan bailout. So I have to bring it 
over and show it to the gentleman. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Does the gentle
woman mean that she voted with 
JERRY SOLOMON? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Absolutely. I fol
lowed the gentleman's lead. The gen
tleman should look and see who is fol
lowing. 

Mr. SOLOMON. The gentlewoman is 
improving. I commend her for it. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I move a 

call of the House. 
A call of the House was ordered. 
The call was taken by electronic de-· 

vice, and the following Members re
sponded to their name: 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Aspin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Be!lenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Btl bray 
B111rakis 
Bltley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Cltnger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Colltns (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Ga.rza 
DeLauro 

[Roll No. 252] 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
D!ngell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
Engltsh 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feigha.n 
Fields 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Gl!ckman 
Gonzalez 
Goodl!ng 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (lL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 

Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughl!n 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey <NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Mavroules 
Mazzol! 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mf\une 
Michel 
M1ller (CA) 

Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella. 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha. 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nea.l (MA) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oa.kar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Oltn 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Qu1llen 
Raha.ll 

Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohra.bacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowskt 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sa.rpa.l!us 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sha.w 
Sha.ys 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smlth(OR) 
Smlth(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
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Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholrn 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Syna.r 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(GA> 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
TorricelU 
Tra.nca.nt 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vuca.novich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Whea.t 
Whitten 
W1lliams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylle 
Yates 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
zeurr 
Zlmmer 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
McNULTY). On this rollcall, 399 Mem
bers have recorded their presence by 
electronic device, a quorum. 

Under the rule, further proceedings 
under the call are dispensed with. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments in which the concur
rence of the House is requested, a bill 
and a concurrent resolution of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.R. 1006. An act to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1992 for the Federal Mar
itime Commission, and for other purposes; 
and 

H. Con. Res. 113. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of the Congress that the 
President should seek an international mor
atorium on the use of large-scale driftnets 
called for in United Nations Resolution 44-
225, while working to achieve the United 
States policy of a permanent ban on large
scale driftnets. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
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titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 884. An act to require the President to 
impose economic sanctions against countries 
that fail to eliminate large-scale driftnet 
fishing; and 

S. 1620. An act to make technical correc
tions with respect to the Immigration Act of 
1990 and other immigration laws. 

D 1140 

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1991 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 210 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 210 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause 1(b) of rule xxm, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
the consideration of a bill, to be introduced 
by Representative Rostenkowski of illinois 
on August 2, 1991, relating to unemployment 
compensation, and the first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against the bill and against its consid
eration are hereby waived. After general de
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and 
which shall not exceed one hour, to be equal
ly divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, the bill shall be 
considered as having been read for amend
ment under the five-minute rule. No amend
ment to the bill shall be in order. At the con
clusion of the consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the bill to the House. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCNULTY). The gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR] is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McEWEN], and pending 
that, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, during the consider
ation of this resolution all time yielded 
is for purposes of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has asked 
for emergency funding for the Kurds, 
for the Persian Gulf conflict, for aid to 
Bangladesh, debt relief for Egypt. What 
about the emergency that we have 
right here in America? Right here at 
home? 

Mr. Speaker, there are about 9 mil
lion Americans out of work in this 
country. That is an emergency. Unem
ployment is still near 7 percent nation
wide, has been over 9 percent in my 
home State of Michigan, and, if we 
look at the latest figures that came 
out this morning, Mr. Speaker, we will 
find that 415,000 workers were dropped 
out of the labor force, dropped out of 

the labor force. Add them to the num
bers, and the figures actually go up to 
7.1 percent of people that are unem
ployed, and the effects will last far be
yond any economic upturn. 

We have been in a slow, long, pro
longed recession, Mr. Speaker. Slow 
and sluggish to recover. Since January 
of this year, the 1.6 million unem
ployed Americans have exhausted their 
benefits. They have nothing. 

The rhetoric we hear from this ad
ministration is as follows: the Sec
retary of the Treasury, Mr. Brady, said 
at one point about the recession, "It's 
no big deal." 

Mr. Speaker, I say, "It is a big deal if 
you don't have a job, you have kids to 
feed, you have mortgage payments to 
make, you have educational opportuni
ties that bypass your children." 

Mr. Darman says, "Extended unem
ployment benefits only encourage peo
ple to stay unemployed." What cyni
cism. What insensitivity! And while 
these people have nothing, we are 
asked to send more and more millions 
overseas. 

Mr. Speaker, that does not make any 
sense. Being out of work is painful, it 
is cruel, and it is for literally tens of 
millions of Americans. It robs them of 
hope. 

I say, "If you have no income for 
your family, you cannot pay bills, you 
can't pay rent, you can't pay mort
gages, you can't put food on the table 
for hungry kids." That, Mr. Speaker, is 
an emergency. 

The President must sign this bill, 
and he must declare it an emergency. 
It is desperately needed. It cannot be 
said that this recession is over and 
then expect it to end. Well, there are 
signs that the recession may be easing, 
but its effect will be felt for a very long 
time unfortunately. 

There are urgent needs that we must 
address here at home: tax relief for our 
middle class that is being squeezed, 
health care benefits, transportation 
benefits, better schools. We have got to 
start focussing our attention in this 
country and in this Chamber on Ameri
ca's own. 

While this measure will not solve the 
problems of middle income America, it 
will ease their pain because it is hard
working American middle income fam
ilies who have been put out of work, 
who go to work in the morning and 
find the plant gate closed, or who go to 
the store they have been working at for 
years to find that they are pink 
slipped. These people need our help. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge may colleagues, I 
urge my colleagues, to support this leg
islation and, beyond that, urge the 
President to sign the bill and to de
clare the emergency that is needed to 
get the assistance we have provided for 
in this bill to the people who des
perately need it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] has described 
fully the technical details of the 
propopsed rule under which the House 
would debate H.R. 3201, the Emergency 
Unemployment Compensation Act of 
1991. 

As my colleagues heard the gen
tleman explain, the rule would allow 
no amendments whatsoever. Again the 
House would be denied the opportunity 
to make amendments on this critical 
issue. Yet this rule and the bill to 
which it pertains represents a dramatic 
improvement over that which was con
templated just 48 hours ago, and so, 
with reservations, I rise to support the 
rule for two reasons. ' · 

No. 1, Mr. Speaker, if this legislation 
is to be enacted, it must be exactly the 
same as that which passed the Senate 
last evening. Subsequent amendments 
would prevent that from being sent to 
the President tomorrow. 

Second, I would point out that we 
have had no requests for amendments, 
and so, with those reservations, I rise 
to support the rule. 

I hope also to support the bill when it 
is considered later today. 

Members should be aware also that 48 
hours ago we were faced with the pros
pect of Republicans on the Committee 
on Ways and Means being denied the 
very right to file their dissenting views 
on this bill. 

0 1140 
There was a legislative slam dunk 

being considered and that would have 
completely trampled the rights of the 
minority in this House. 

Fortunately, Mr. Speaker, cooler 
heads have prevailed in the last 2 days, 
and I give a great deal of credit not 
only to the Speaker but to the minor
ity leader, to the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules, and to the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Rules, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Fortunately, now we have before us a 
new rule followed by a much improved 
piece of legislation. I would urge my 
colleagues to accept this rule so that 
we can move quickly to consider an ex
tension of unemployment benefits that 
is expected to be identical to the one 
passed last evening. It will provide a 
temporary extended benefit to workers 
who have exhausted the 26-week bene
fit schedule which the law allows. This 
temporary extension of benefits would 
begin next month, run through June of 
next year, if enacted into law. 

Second, it would provide unemploy
ment benefits to our military members 
on the same basis as civilians, a signifi
cant step forward in my opinion. 

Finally, these benefits would only be 
extended if and when the President des
ignates this additional Federal spend
ing as an emergency and, as such, it 
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would not be subject to the restraints 
of the budget agreement of last year. 

It is worth noting at this point that 
most economists now agree that our 
economy is pulling out of its mild re
cession and into a slight recovery. Sec
ond, as that recession began and as Re
publicans argued for progrowth 
changes in the law, we heard nothing 
from the other side, even for the need 
to declare an unemployment benefit 
emergency. Now, only on the eve of re
cess and on the nearing approaching 
election do we begin to hear the call to 
the attention of the press corps of an 
unemployment benefit emergency. 

Further, it is worth noting that the 
President may not consider the current 
6.8-percent unemployment rate to be 
an emergency, recognizing it is signifi
cantly three points lower than the 
Carter Presidency, when the former 
President did not consider it an emer
gency. 

Unfortunately, some Members want
ed to play politics with the lives of 
Americans who are currently out of 
work. More interested in trying to cor
ner the President, rather than trying 
to create new job opportunities and a 
growing economy. Instead, those Mem
bers wanted to dictate to the President 
what his finding would be in regard to 
the emergency in this matter. By so 
doing, they were willing to welch on 
the budget agreement of last year be
tween the Congress and the adminis
tration. They sought short-lived politi
cal points. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority of the 
Congress clearly was not going to ac
cept that earlier bill. That did not mat
ter to some but, fortunately, it did not 
work. 

The New York Times and the Wash
ington Post editorialized against the 
assumptions in the earlier bill. The 
Times noted that the deficit is large 
enough and the Democrats should just 
enact a tax increase over the Presi
dent's objection. Although it appears 
today that many are leery of enacting 
a tax increase before they head home, 
the Post was right when it said that 
the earlier bill deserved to be vetoed. 

Finally, when the present bill is be
fore us, the fact is, Mr. Speaker, Re
publicans have spelled out a far more 
constructive and more compassionate 
course. It is included in the Gramm
Gingrich economic growth package and 
in the Wallop-DeLay growth oppor
tunity package. It would cut capital 
gains and foster investment, productiv
ity and increased jobs. It would cut 
Federal spending wherever possible and 
reduce interest rates. 

Thankfully, as a result of the meet
ings over the past 2 days, we will now 
be considering a far better bill than 
that which was considered earlier in 
the week. 

·It is important that the President 
have the discretion that we agreed to 
as part of last year's lengthy budget 

negotiations with the White House. for work and are no longer officially 
Then with this behind us, hopefully we counted as being among the unem
can return from the recess united in ployed. 
the desire to pursue ways to expand our The fact is, 175,000 fewer Americans 
economy, to get people back to work are working today than were working 
and not seek political points at their last month. Fewer people are working 
expense. now than were working in June, and 

Mr. Speaker, that is the truly com- the people who are working are earning 
passionate approach, the way to truly less and they are working shorter 
help unemployed Americans, the way hours than they were just a month ago. 
to maintain the dignity of hard-work- . What is more, the Federal Reserve 
ing men and women who have the de- has indicated that they expect unem
sire to work. ployment by the end of 1992 to still be 

I hope that today's action will result at 6.5 percent. That means that there 
in some of them getting at least a few will be no significant recovery. That 
weeks of additional benefits. However, means that we are in a long-term eco
my representation of the people of Ohio nomic trough. That means stagnation. 
is focused on creating jobs. Ohioans That means that up to 10 million 
want to work, just as others do, and I American families will experience un
submit that all unemployed Americans employment by someone in their ram-
wish that they could. ily over the next year and a half. 

Now that we appear to be coming out That may not be an emergency to the 
of this recession, this body ought to White House, but it is certainly an 
exert its energies to undoing the dam- emergency to every working American 
age that it has done in the last recent who experiences that loss of unemploy
years. ment. I deeply regret the fact that the 

Members will remember, Mr. Speak- President is given an option under this 
er, the individual retirement accounts legislation. I do not think he ought to 
that encouraged people to save, passed be given an option, but the fact is that 
this House in 1981 by only one vote. if he is given an option, he has an obli
The other side sought to undo it time gation to sign the bill because it most 
after time, and they have successfully certainly is going to be an emergency 
eliminated it for 85 percent of all to those people. 
Americans to have individual retire- Last. I would simply like to say that 
ment accounts. I do not find it surprising but I do find 

From 1981 to 1985, the cost of capital, it guaint that we still have minority 
the tax on capital in America was the party Members of this House who aug
lowest of the industrialized world. It is gest that the way to deal with the 
now 17th. As a result, we are not creat- problem of unemployment is by giving 
ing the jobs that we should be making. the very wealthiest people in this soci-

It is estimated that s170,000 is nee- ety yet another tax break through cap
essary for the creation of one job, and ital gains. The fact is that the very 
unless we encourage that, we will con- wealthiest people in this society, the 
tinue to have unemployment. richest 2.5 million people in this soci-

The answer is not to deal with there- ety, have seen their income increased 
sult. The answer is to cure the cause. by 122 percent since ·the day Ronald 
And the cause is because we have pur- Reagan walked into the White House in 

1981. 
sued in the last 36 months tax policies The fact is that the average worker 
that destroy job creation in America. in the 90 percent of Americans not in 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of that elite has experienced a reduction 
my time. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield in income of about $800 over that same 
period of time. It seems to me that the 

such time as he may consume to the proper remedies not to provide another 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. trickle-down tax cut for the very 
MFUME]. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the wealthy in this society, but to provide 
extension on unemployment compensa- direct employment opportunity and di
tion benefits and in support of this rect unemployment assistance to work
rule. ers who need that assistance. That is 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 what this bill does, not in as good a 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis- way as the original bill but it is cer-
consin [Mr. OBEY]. tainly better than nothing. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not D 1150 
mind if the gentleman from Ohio, who I hope that the President can take 
just spoke, says what he says. I just his eyes off the golf course at 
hope that he does not believe it. Be- Kennebunkport long enough to recog
cause frankly, nobody else will who nize the problems being faced by work
takes a serious look at the situation. ing Americans, and to provide the re-

I hope that nobody will use today's lief they have a right to expect. 
temporary dip in the unemployment Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
numbers as an excuse for not doing gentleman yield? 
something on unemployment. The fact Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
is that while the unemployment rate from Michigan. 
went down this morning, it went down Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, the gen
because 400,000 people gave up looking tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] 
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makes a very good point on the issue of 
capital gains that may friend, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. McEwEN], 
raised as an answer to resolve this 
problem. 

Here we have a situation in this 
country where the top 1 percent, 2.5 
million Americans, have had their in
come increased 122 percent since Ron
ald Reagan took office. If they were 
paying the same tax rate today that 
they were paying in 1977, it would be an 
additional $42 billion-billion with a 
"b"-$42 billion extra in the Treasury. 
We would not have to be dealing with 
this insanity of calling this an emer
gency to take care of 10 million Ameri
cans who are out of work, who cannot 
deal with the needs of their families, 
cannot put food on the table, cannot 
take care of their education, and all 
the other things they are struggling 
with. 

Mr. Speaker, this idea of a capital 
gains rescue for the unemployed is ab
surd, and that is the difference between 
what you stand for, and what we stand 
for. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I would observe that in 
1981 this country was losing 50,000 jobs 
a week, America was in a decline, and 
the suggestion was that rather than 
taxing productivity, growth, and op
portunity, we ought to encourage it. So 
we did. 

From 1982 until1990, America created 
two out of every three jobs created on 
this planet, an average of 310,000 jobs 
per month, for 84 consecutive months. 

Now, as a result of the tax policies of 
1986 and 1987, those incentives, many of 
them were removed. Those who loved 
the unemployed, those who loved the 
poor, those who loved the 
disenfranchised, can rejoice, because as 
a result of those changes, there was an 
increase in those numbers. 

What they look to is the fact that 
more people are at work, creating more 
money, and being more successful, 
which is a great source of disappoint
ment to many. I think that is the an
swer for America, and we should en
courage it, rather than discourage it. 
We should encourage taxpayers, and 
not abuse them. 

As a result of the taxes that the suc
cessful have paid in this country, reve
nues to the U.S. Government have in
creased at an average of 7 percent a 
year for the last 8 years. The only 
problem is the Democratic Congress of 
the United States,has increased spend
ing at 9 percent a year. 

Mr. Speaker, one need not be a rock
et scientist to figure out when reve
nues are going up at 7 percent per year, 
and taxes are going up at 9 percent per 
year, you have the deficit of which 
they cry so loudly. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, the media 
can stop wondering when the Presi-

dential campaign will begin and mark 
their calendars. Today's vote marks 
the beginning of Presidential politics 
in this Congress. 

Even without a candidate I've never 
seen a more blatant display of politics 
masquerading as policy in my tenure 
here. The Democrats' position on un
employment benefits has little to do 
with the latest employment data and 
everything to do with the latest polling 
data. 

As the recession ends and economic 
expansion begins, the Democrats sud
denly discover an emergency. Let's 
face it folks, their real emergency with 
long-term unemployment is the long
term unemployment of their party's 
Presidential candidates. 

Which brings us to some historical 
perspective on this debate, since the 
long-term unemployment of their Pres
idential candidates is partly due to the 
short-term employment of their one re
cent President. 

When Jimmy Carter left office in 
1981, the average duration of unemploy
ment was 14.3 weeks, more than the av
erage now, and it had risen by 3.9 
weeks. And this was during a weak eco
nomic expansion. 

During the recently ended recession, 
the average duration of unemployment 
climbed to 14.2 weeks, rising by 2.2 
weeks. In other words, the best of 
times under Jimmy Carter were worse 
than what the Democrats say is now 
the worst of times under George Bush. 

And in the face of all that unemploy
ment, Jimmy Carter never signed an 
extension of benefits, let alone an 
emergency extension. In fact, the last 
three Presidents to extend unemploy
ment benefits were Republicans. 

I don't recall the Democrat Congress 
clamoring for Jimmy Carter to extend 
benefits when the duration of unem
ployment rose by nearly twice what it 
has in this recent recession, but this is 
an emergency now. 

Surely this emergency has been 
building for months, hasn't it? Surely 
the Democrats who've accused the 
President of not acting have been 
working hard to remedy this emer
gency. Surely they've introduced bills 
and held hearings. 

Surely not. 
The air smells of grease from this 

bill's tracks. Top Democrats met 2 
weeks ago and decided that the Presi
dent's popularity was too high to field 
a credible challenger and they had to 
go on the attack. Last Wednesday 
night, this bill gets introduced in the 
Senate, marked up on Thursday, voted 
on Monday, comes over here for mark
up, goes to rules yesterday and makes 
it to the floor today. 

Mario Andretti could not drive a bill 
faster. 

And my amendment to repeal a so
called luxury tax that's been destroy
ing thousands of jobs all year is barred 
from the floor by the very same Demo-

crats pushing this bill. I now under
stand their economic policy for middle 
America: 

Democrats throw you out of work 
now and expect you to thank them 
later-when they extend your unem
ployment benefits. 

This issue illustrates the underlying 
conflict of visions beween Democrats 
and Republicans. We want a progrowth 
economic policy that allows jobs to 
flourish in an economy free from bur
densome regulations and withering 
taxes. They want to be the arbiters of 
fairness, taxing jobs out of existence 
then preying on the unemployed 
they've created for votes. 

It's brilliant. The Democrats are cre
ating in politics what's known in eco
nomics as a vertical monopoly. Like 
the furniture dealer who owns the trees 
and the finishing factory and the fur
niture store, the Democrats are pro
ducing the policies that produce the 
unemployment that produces the fair
ness issue they hope will produce them 
votes on election day. 

Let's look at how we're going to pay 
for this $6 billion emergency bill. Call
ing it an emergency lets them bust the 
budget today, but eventually we'll have 
to pay for this massive increase in 
spending. The answer is likely to be in 
the form of increased Federal unem
ployment taxes. 

Again, we're told this would be fair 
to working Americans. But the fact is 
we're talking about a tax on jobs, and 
just like when they tax boats there's 
less demand for boats, when they tax 
jobs there will be less demand for jobs. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, we come full 
circle. Next year these same political 
monopolists will be back on this floor 
before the election, hoping to sell their 
supply of fairness rhetoric to a market 
of unemployed workers they've cre
ated. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DOWNEY]. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been privileged 
to serve as the acting chairperson of 
the Committee on Ways and Means' 
Subcommittee on Human Resources for 
the last 4 years. I have tried for the 
last 3 years to change the unemploy
ment compensation system that our 
country currently lives with. 

Mr. Speaker, let me digress and make 
a personal note, if I might. Given the 
responsibility of dealing with the un
employed, part of the job description is 
that you spend a lot of time talking to 
people who are unemployed and a lot of 
people who deal with the unemployed. 

Mr. Speaker, the enduring feeling 
that I have when I meet with people 
who are unemployed is one of real anxi
ety. When you spend time with some
body who is unemployed, you can see 
their stomach knot up. You can sense 
the desperation in their voice about 
the future. 
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And the other thing you know about 
the unemployed is that they hate the 
idea of being unemployed. When you 
ask somebody what their name is, that 
is the first question you ask them. Nor
mally the next thing you say is, "What 
do you do?" Well, robbed of a portion of 
your identity is a devastating thing to 
happen to a person, and I think the 
most important thing for us to under
stand, whether we are Democrats or 
Republicans, is that the people who are 
unemployed are ready to work, are 
willing to work, and are desperately 
anxious to get to work. 

We should do whatever we can to try 
to put them there, but if they cannot 
find jobs, and millions of them cannot 
find jobs, it is our responsibility, the 
responsibility of Government, to tide 
them over in an emergency. That is 
what unemployment benefits are 
about. 

They were designed in 1935 in the 
middle of a depression as a counter
cyclical tool to prevent future depres
sions. It worked fine for 28 years. It has 
not worked so fine the last couple of 
years. 

Extended benefits programs simply 
do not work anymore. Fewer than half 
the people who are unemployed are eli
gible for the first 26 weeks of unem
ployment benefits. That is because a 
lot of the States have been a lot tough
er on who becomes eligible. The trig
gering mechanism that says if you 
have gotten the 26 weeks and you are 
in a tough condition and you want the 
additional weeks, requires that there 
be 5 percent of the workforce being in
sured and unemployed. 

Right now, there are only three 
States in the Union that meet this cat
egory. The mechanism for paying un
employment benefits has to change. 

In the mid-1970's, for example, we 
paid 65 weeks of unemployment insur
ance, and let me say to my Republican 
friends that I would much rather see 
people work. So would they. That is 
not what we are talking about. 

We are talking about a safety net 
that is deeply frayed and needs repair. 
That is what part of this bill does. 

So rather than have an exercise of 
blaming Jimmy Carter, of saying that 
we have to somehow lower the tax 
rates on the rich or blame the unem
ployed for the consequences of their 
plight, let us talk policy about what we 
can do for them. 

What we can do for them is extend 
benefits the way this bill before you 
will do. 

Everyone in the country who is cur
rently eligible for benefits will get 4 
weeks, even if unemployment is under 
6 percent; 7 weeks if it is 6; 13 weeks if 
it is 7; and 20 weeks of extended benefit 
if it is 8 percent or more. 

I do not like the mechanism. I do not 
like the fact that we are not paying for 
it, but I think it is fair for those of us 

who are Democrats to say a couple of 
partisan things, with all due respect. 

One, when you have the Office of 
Management and Budget Director say
ing publicly that extended benefits will 
only encourage unemployment, I think 
we have to speak out. When you have a 
mechanism that will allow the Presi
dent to sign the bill but conceivably 
not extend the benefits, it is fair for us 
to say, "Mr. President, we are deeply 
proud of your foreign achievements." I 
have waited for a long time to see a 
START agreement signed. I am tre
mendously satisfied that he accom
plished that. But I am just as con
cerned that this President does not see 
the problem in front of his eyes of un
employed workers. They are in des
perate trouble, and they need our help, 
and that is what this bill does. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, you 
know, before I joined this body 6 
months ago, I took a look at why I 
thought that this country was going to 
hell. 

I have heard the liberal left wing of 
the Democratic party cry about people 
that are unemployed, but yet they con
tinue to attack businesses and attack 
policies which would create jobs. They 
have voted to cut defense by 25 percent, 
and in the recent base closures, we 
have seen thousands of jobs lost, luck
ily not in my district. We have seen de
fense plants cut. We have seen across
the-board cuts at Rohr, General Dy
namics, McDonnell Douglas and many 
more. 

What does that mean? That means 
that in the cities that support th.ose 
employees, whether you sell real estate 
or sell insurance, people there are also 
being laid off. They, who once paid into 
the income tax system, are drawing un
employment and account for the cur
rent 7-percent unemployment rate. 
That sickens me. 

Rather than pay unemployment, en
courage business to create jobs, some 
pay people to work. 

Democrats insisted in June last year, 
that any budget deal include a tax in
crease, which just killed business. The 
S-cent-a-gallon tax that they are trying 
to push through right now on a trans
portation bill-that you did not allow 
us to have a rule on orginally-would 
have been disastrous for the trucking 
and transportation industries not to 
mention lower- and middle-income 
families. It would have cost thousands 
of jobs. You know, this really sickens 
me. 

This legislation is like having your 
cake and eating it too. 

It is like the 186 that voted and 
turned their backs on our troops in 
Desert Storm, and then wanted to give 
them a silver medal. Now they support 
policies which cause unemployment, 
and cap it off by saying, "We want to 
pay you." 

Another example is the so-called lux
ury tax. It has cost thousands of jobs. 
If we repeal the tax, maybe we'll get 
those jobs back. 

My distinguished colleague from 
Michigan was crying about all the 
money that goes overseas for foreign 
aid. Well, he voted for the foreign aid 
bill along with the other Members on 
the other side of the aisle here. Let us 
be consistent. 

Paul Tsongas, a Democrat that is 
trying to run for President, called this 
bill Twinkie economics. It sounds good 
but does little. 

How do we cut unemployment and 
put people back to work? 

Let us quit attacking the defense in
dustry and try and convert it to civil
ian work. Let us repeal luxury taxes. 
Let us quit raising taxes and taking 
money from the American people. 

Let us give the President a line-item 
veto. 

I agree with my friend, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. DOWNEY], 
no one wants to be unemployed. This 
bill does not create jobs for the unem
ployed. This is a signature, and a loud 
political cry, and I am sound against 
it. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. WISE]. 

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of this rule today to provide tem
porary extended benefits to thousands, 
indeed, millions of Americans-work
ing families-who are temporarily out 
of work and searching for work again. 

I rise in support of this because of 
the 5,000 West Virginians who were cut 
off July 13 because of when the formula 
triggered them off, and they ought to 
be back on. 

I rise because this is an important 
bill for working Americans-working 
middle-income Americans-to help 
them be working middle-income Amer
icans, and not do what we have seen 
during the last decade, sliding from 
middle- to low-income status. 

Now, let us talk about what the real 
issue is. The issue is whether the Presi
dent signs this bill, No. 1, and in sign
ing it, then, whether 10 days later he 
declares it a financial emergency, so as 
to trigger the benefits. 

And the question is: Is it an emer
gency? Is it the same kind of emer
gency, for instance, that was declared 
in order for Bangladesh families who 
lost their homes to get assistance? And 
I supported that. But if it is an emer
gency for Bangladesh families who lost 
their homes, then it is an emergency 
for working American families who are 
going to lose their homes, because they 
cannot make mortgage payments. If it 
is an emergency for Kurds who are 
stuck on the hillsides and had to leave 
their towns and villages, then it is an 
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emergency for working families who 
have to make a tuition check out this 
fall to keep their kids in college. If it 
is an emergency and taken off the 
budget for the savings and loan deposi
tors to be reimbursed, then it is an 
emergency for working American fami
lies who have been making tax deposits 
for many years. They are entitled to 
the same treatment. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the kind of 
emergency it is. 

I hope many of the families in Amer
ica during this August break will take 
time to write to President Bush in 
Kennebunkport, ME. I think you can 
just write to him: President George 
Bush, Kennebunkport, ME. I think it is 
going to get there all right if you just 
put that on it. 

I urge you to invest in a postage 
stamp and to write and say, "We think 
that working Americans should be 
treated the same under the budget as 
Kurds, as foreign flood victims, as sav
ings and loan depositors." 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WISE. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to correct the RECORD. The Presi
dent has his 10 constitutional days to 
wait to sign it, but he must declare the 
emergency the day he signs the bill. He 
only has 24 hours, not an additional 10 
days, so if they want to get their cards 
and letters out, it is in that first 10-day 
period. 

Mr. WISE. I appreciate the clarifica
tion. So I hope Americans during the 
next 2 weeks will write the President 
at Kennebunkport, ME. My under
standing is that he will be there-and 
say that you think working Americans 
should be treated the same as foreign 
flood victims who are homeless, our 
working Americans may be homeless, 
which is the same as the Kurds who 
needed assistance, and I have supported 
that, but so do Americans need assist
ance. 

As those who are receiving saving 
and loan deposit assistance, so should 
working American people who made 
tax �d�e�p�o�~�:�~�i� ts. 

0 1210 
I urge all Members to make sure the 

President understands there is an 
emergency at home as well as abroad. 
We ought to be treated the same. Show 
we are interested in working Ameri
cans in this country who need assist
ance, and who have been paying taxes 
for a long time. 

Citizens can write to President Bush 
in Kennebunkport, I think he will get 
any mail sent there. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4112 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DELAY.] 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I think 
those persons that reject these kinds of 
failed economic policies ought to write 

the President and tell him that they 
reject such notions as creating new 
programs to put people out of jobs. 

I rise in opposition to this rule for 
H.R. 3201 to extend unemployment ben
efits. This closed rule does not allow 
Congress to address the problems fac
ing our economy. This is simply an
other example of the inability of the 
Democrats to seriously confront there
cession they have caused with their 
ever-increasing tax-and-spend policies. 

The Democrats passed a budget 
agreement last year that is costing 
millions of jobs in this country, and 
then come back and want to create an 
extended program, raising spending, to 
pay for the unemployment that they 
created. It is absolute craziness. 

The Federal Government is going to 
be spending over 25 percent of our gross 
national product, and we have a tax 
policy now that-for the first time in 
the history of this country-we will be 
taxing the American people over 20 per
cent of GNP every consecutive year 
from now on, over 20 percent of GNP. 
The last two times in the last 20 years 
that we have reached 19 percent of GNP 
in taxes, we went into deep recessions. 
This recession is caused by these kinds 
of Democratic policies. 

I am glad the gentleman from Cali
fornia brought up the Democrats only 
Presidential candidate, Paul Tsongas, 
who stated the problem very clearly 
when he said the Democratic Party has 
no economic policy worthy of them, 
and it is going into 1992 in a populist, 
class warfare, protectionist kind of 
mode which does not add one job to the 
American economy. 

I call that Twinkie economics. 
Twinkies taste great, but have no nu
tritional value. At least the Demo
cratic Presidential nominee is under
standing what is happening in the real 
world, and does not pay attention to 
what is happening in the unreal world 
on the floor of this House. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule allows Mem
bers to only vote on extending these 
benefits, but it does not allow the Con
gress the opportunity to fix a broken 
economy. This is merely an extension 
of those Twinkie economics that the 
Democrats practice. Extending benefits 
simply attempts to put a little frosting 
on the problem. I believe that if we put 
frosting on a Twinkie, we get a Ding
Dong. It tastes a little sweeter, but it 
still has no nutritional value. 

The Democrats passed the luxury tax 
which has caused thousands of Ameri
cans to become unemployed. These un
employed workers do not want another 
handout from the Democrats. They 
want a helping hand. They want jobs. 
We have the ability in Congress to put 
Americans back to work. We can start 
repealing that luxury tax today. 

I say to the gentleman, the distin
guished whip, history has shown when 
we raise taxes on middle income and 
up, we cost jobs, because revenues go 

down; Government policies and spend
ing policies are initiated by Govern
ment to take care of it. History shows 
it. History shows it. Read your history. 
I think Congress should take addi
tional steps when it returns in Septem
ber to provide the incentives in the 
economy which would lead to strong 
economic growth. 

This would be done with passage of 
bipartisan legislation I introduced with 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. TALLON], H.R. 960, the Economic 
Growth and Job Creation Act. Cutting 
taxes leads to economic growth and 
creates jobs. Growth will increase total 
revenues to the Government because 
more workers are employed and paying 
taxes, and fewer are unemployed, draw
ing these extended benefits. 

Oppose the rule and reject the 
Twinkie economics. Demand a rule 
which allows a vote on policies with 
real nutritional value. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL
LIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of this legislation to extend unemployment 
insurance benefits to the millions of America's 
workers who have exhausted their benefits. 

Let me tell you why this bill is so vital to 
workers in Montana: 

From 1985 to 1990, the average annual un
employment rate in Montana consistently ex
ceeded the national annual average by at 
least one-half of 1 percent. 

In the last 10 years-1981-90--the number 
of Montanans covered by unemployment in
surance grew only by 12 percent while nation
ally the number of people covered grew by 47 
percent, a whopping differential. 

The number of weeks that Montanans on Ul 
received benefits dropped by one-third during 
the last 1 0 years-this is due to the sporadic 
nature of employment available with Mon
tanans moving in and out of the labor force, · 
thus not accruing a sufficient number of weeks 
to be eligible for benefits and change in laws 
relating to coverage. 

Montanans were only eligible for an average 
potential of 18 weeks of unemployment bene
fits versus a national average of 24 weeks; a 
full 25 percent Jess than the national average; 
in fact, Montana workers had the lowest po
tential average number of weeks that they 
could receive unemployment benefits of any 
State. 

The number of Montanans who exhausted 
unemployment benefits exceeded the national 
average by 1 0 percent in December 1990; in 
June 1990, it was 14 percent; in December 
1989, it was 18.6 percent; in December 1985, 
it was 29 percent; and in December 1981 , it 
was 22 percent. 

In 1989, the average wage increase for 
Montanans was only 1.6 percent; the average 
wage increase during the last 5 years-1985-
89-for Montanans was 2 percent. 

In December 1990, the 7,400 Montanans 
who had exhausted Ul benefits was up by 300 
from June 1990. 

In March 1991, 35,700 Montanans were un
employed, which was 5,500 more than in Feb-
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ruary 1991, and 12,700 more than in March 
1990. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31h 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HAYES]. 

Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of H.R. 3040, legislation 
that would extend unemployment in
surance benefits. 

Nearly 9 million Americans are un
employed and 1.6 million have ex
hausted their unemployment com
pensation benefits. The protracted re
cession has showered our Nation with 
unemployment rates in excess of 7 per
cent, families are struggling to put 
food on the table and pay the rent, and 
an increase in criminal activities is oc
curring daily in our towns and cities. 

If anyone has doubts as to whether or 
not the unemployed men and women of 
this country need extended benefits, I 
ask you to take note of the humility 
and suffering workers and their fami
lies are enduring as they exhaust their 
26 weeks of unemployment compensa
tion, which is modest in contrast to 
world standard. Yugoslavia and Hun
gary's unemployment standards far ex
ceed those for American workers. 

Talk to any family that has ex
hausted their 26 weeks of benefits and 
they will ask: How will I pay the rent? 
How will I make the car payment? How 
will I clothe the children? 

Imagine the frustration and despa.ir 
that the working fathers and mothers 
endure when they cannot provide food 
or shelter for their children, or must 
choose between medicine or other bare 
necessities. Mr. Speaker, it seems that 
many of us think that human suffering 
cannot exist on American soil. 

To add insult to injury, Police Super
intendent LeRoy Martin of the Chicago 
Police Department has indicated that 
unemployment can be cited as one of 
the major causes impacting on the in
crease of crime, particularly with rob
beries and street violence. People need 
help. How can we as a nation turn our 
backs on people that become so des
perate that they turn to crime. This is 
an emergency and we cannot afford to 
continue to ignore this crisis. 

The human suffering that this reces
sion has yielded can be clearly com
pared with the suffering of the Kurds, 
Israelis, and the Turks for whom the 
President sought emergency legisla
tion to provide financial assistance. On 
the other hand, the cry of the unem
ployed working men and women of this 
country has fallen on deaf ears. The ad
ministration says that, "it would be 
counterproductive to breach the budget 
agreement to provide additional unem
ployment benefits." Does President 
Bush really mean that the Kurds, Is
raelis, and the Turks are more impor
tant than hard working Americans and 
their families? His focus on the needs 
abroad certainly suggests that cir
cumstance. 

It seems to me that the further away 
you reside from the White House the 

better your chances of receiving basic 
survival assistance. I find it very dif
ficult to explain this disregard for do
mestic concerns to my constituents. 

Some Members of this body would 
rather push the issue of extended bene
fits aside. They seemingly fail to real
ize that there is an emergency going on 
in my own city of Chicago, as well as 
nationwide. I would suggest that there 
is a clear alternative to extending 
these benefits-provide jobs for this 
Nation. There is a great need for this 
Government to provide a serious jobs 
program, jobs that will build the infra
structure of this country, jobs that 
would return dignity to our constitu
ents. Common sense should tell us that 
the best and most long-lasting way to 
decrease the deficit is to put people 
back to work-to, in fact, increase our 
revenue by increasing the pool of tax
payers. 

Today, I urge my colleagues to sup
port H.R. 3040 so that we can send a 
message, although somewhat belated, 
that an emergency in American cities 
and localities is just as important as 
an emergency thousands of miles 
around the globe. 

0 1220 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
the people who have exhausted their 
benefits may be nameless to us, 11/2 
million this last period in that cat
egory. Members can get up on the floor 
and say this is frosting on the cake. If 
I might say so, that is callous. These 
are human beings. They have been 
working. They are out of work. 

We have a law. It is supposed to trig
ger unemployment benefit insurance, 
but it is a farce. It is our farce. Those 
who are unemployed should become our 
employed. 

We have tried year after year to 
change the trigger. When times are 
good, they say, "Don't bother." When 
times are bad, they say, "We don't 
have the money." 

So we have done nothing, and that is 
on your hands over there on that side 
of the aisle. 

If you have any doubt about who 
those people are, go to an unemploy
ment office like I have. You do it next 
week and let the President do it next 
week, and he is not going to find loaf
ers. He is going to find workers who 
only ask for a job or a safety net. 

I read an article in the Detroit News 
a few days ago. A welder who worked 
all his life with his hands, a week away 
from going off unemployment com
pensation. He has been everywhere. He 
has looked in the yellow pages. He has 
called 70 places and always the answer 
is the same, "We already have people 
laid off.'' 

This is not frosting on the cake, my 
colleagues. This is our basic duty to 

answer the needs of people who want to 
work for a living and give them some 
minimum benefit so they can live with 
dignity, and if you do not act, that is 
your indignity. 

Mr. Speaker, let us get busy on this 
at long last. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. MAZZOLI]. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my friend from Michigan for 
yielding me this time. I do rise in sup
port of the rule and of the bill. 

Every now and then playwrights 
break the tension, and this is a tense 
day and a tense issue, but let me try to 
break the tension by saying this is the 
last day we will be in session until Sep
tember, so, I want to take this moment 
to wish all my colleagues a very 
healthy, happy and productive district 
work period, and look forward to see
ing everybody back here in September 
safe and sound. 

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the bill because I think it 
is needed. I think we have problems in 
America, emergency problems, and I 
hope that the President not only signs 
the bill, but then declares the emer
gency that will implement the money 
part of it. 

I gather from studying the report of 
the bill that unemployed workers in 
Kentucky and the city of Louisville, 
the area of Jefferson County which I 
represent, will be entitled to 13 addi
tional weeks of unemployment benefits 
under the various guidelines written 
into the bill. I think this is appro
priate, because we have had a tough 
economic hit. 

I would like, however, to devote a few 
moments to something in the bill 
which is not much discussed and is yet 
very important. That has to do with 
the permanent changes in the law that 
this bill would make, dealing with the 
ability of reservists who become unem
ployed and of military people, ex-serv
ice people, who become unemployed to 
become eligible for unemployment as
sistance. 

If I understand correctly, under cur
rent law an ex-service person has to 
wait 4 weeks before he or she is enti
tled to 13 weeks of unemployment. 
Under this bill, a permanent change is 
made to match the civilian unem
ployed population: 1 week of waiting 
for 26 weeks of benefits. Reservists 
would only have to be on duty for 90 
consecutive days instead of 180 days in 
order to warrant their unemployment 
benefits. 

We have said from the start since 
last August that we would not as a na
tion "do another Vietnam" with regard 
to the men and women of Desert 
Storm. We pledged not to forget them. 
Adopting this bill is one way, Mr. 
Speaker, that we would honor the word 
that we pledged to America's reservists 
and America's service people. 
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes and 15 seconds to the gentle
woman from California [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3021. 

There has been some interesting de
bate here today; however, much of the 
opposition in this debate has nothing 
to do with the legislation before us. 

These are bad times in America. We 
are still in a recession and our citizens 
are out of work. They are hurting. 
These are good, decent human beings, 
who would love to have a job, who are 
unable to work. This bill would allow 
all States to be eligible to provide 
emergency unemployment compensa
tion benefits to the unemployed work
ers who have exhausted their unem
ployment benefits under existing pro
grams. These benefits would be avail
able between September 1, 1991, and 
July 4, 1992. 

Also in this provision, we would 
make a permanent change to provide 
unemployment benefits for ex-service 
members on the same basis as benefits 
are provided to unemployed civilians. 
Unemployed veterans of Operation 
Desert Storm and other ex-service 
members would have a waiting period 
of no more than 1 week and would be 
eligible for a full 6 weeks of regular 
benefits, versus a 4-week wait and only 
13 weeks of regular benefits under cur
rent law. 

In addition, Reserve members who 
have been called to active duty would 
receive benefits after serving a contin
uous period of 90 days, instead of hav
ing to meet the current 180-day re
quirement. That is all it does. 

This is unemployment benefits for ci
vilians and ex-service members. You 
are either for them or you are against 
them. The President is either going to 
provide a little help for citizens who 
are hurting or he is not. That is all it 
is about. 

We can debate the other things a lit
tle bit later, but today this is about un
employment benefits for those who 
need it desperately in our country. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21h 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. APPLEGATE). 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
an additional 30 seconds to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
McNuLTY). The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. APPLEGATE] is recognized for 3 
minutes. 1 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank both gentleman very much for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to sup
port this rule, but I am going to vote 
for the bill because it is the only game 
that we have in town now. As inequi
table as I think it is, at least it is 
something, and that is only if the 
President of the United States decides 
to declare it an emergency. 

Now, let me tell you why I will ask 
you not to vote for the rule, because it 

is a simple thing. I would like to have 
put in at least an amendment that 
would have exempted supplemental 
payments from income tax. I am not 
talking about all benefits. I am just 
talking about the supplemental. They 
are not getting them now. There is no 
tax on them now, like they are taxing 
regular benefits, so there is no loss of 
revenue. The moneys in the first place 
would not go into the trust fund. They 
would go into the Federal coffers. 

Now it seems to me there will be no 
effect on the budget and it seems to me 
that this is very equitable. As minimal 
as the number of weeks are and the 
amount of money they will get, this 
will be just a little extra money in 
their pockets. I just hate to see the 
Government putting a few bucks in one 
pocket and then the IRS coming 
around the other side and taking it out 
of the other one. 

Now, the inequitable part of this is 
that it takes the previous 6 months of 
an entire State to be able to determine 
what each and every individual county 
or region in the State gets. They do 
not take into consideration the high 
unemployment in any one county. 

If you go into the district of the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. MCEWEN] and 
my district and the district of the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] and 
the district of the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. MILLER], you find very high unem
ployment, but because of the fact that 
Ohio has a lower unemployment rate in 
other areas, we are going to lose out, 
so that counties or States across the 
Ohio River in Kentucky and West Vir
ginia are going to be getting 20 weeks 
and 13 weeks. Our little river counties 
in Ohio are only going to get 7 weeks. 
I think that is very inequitable. My 
people are hurting. 

0 1230 
Let me just say this, that my people 

are hurting, my people are out of work. 
CHARLIE HAYES was talking about 
being on unemployment compensation 
at one time. Nobody knows what the 
traumatic effect is that it has on you 
or the effect that it has on your family 
to be out of work. Nobody wants to be 
out of work. They want to be able to 
have enough income so they can house, 
clothe and feed their families. That is 
all they are asking for. 

This is a little bit of extra money. 
Now it is not of their making. It is be
cause of Government bad trade policy, 
Government economic policy that has 
gone awry, through a host of business 
bankruptcies, and now we have the 
Clean Air Act, which in Ohio is going 
to cost us thousands of more jobs. We 
are going to have people out of work. 
They are going to be coming back 
eventually and looking for some sup
plemental benefits. 

They want to have a quality of life 
just like anybody else. We have sup
ported the rest of the Nation for a good 

many years; now I think the rest of the 
Nation at least ought to look back and 
take care of those of us who helped the 
rest of the country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
McNULTY). The Chair would announce 
that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
McEWEN] has 9lf2 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] has 1% minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] has the right to close. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding me this time. 

Let me just rise in support of this 
rule. I do not normally stand here and 
support closed rules. But I do want to 
pay tribute to my counterpart, the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MOAKLEY], as well as to the 
Speaker of the House. In a bipartisan 
effort we did try to craft a rule that 
was acceptable to both sides of the 
aisle so that we could get this bill out 
on the floor and get it to the President. 

I want to commend an earlier speak
ing on the floor here today, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HAYEs], be
cause he got up and he said we should 
not be political about this, that we 
should be humane, that we should talk 
about the issues, and he did. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen
tleman from Illinois for his statement. 
I know he was sincere and that it came 
from his heart. 

But then we had a speaker stand up, 
I think it was the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], who talked 
about Members on his side of the aisle 
having tried and tried and tried and 
tried again to make improvements in 
the unemployment insurance law as it 
stands, but they were blocked by this 
side of the aisle, the minority side. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, let's look at the 
makeup of the Committee on Ways and 
Means and every committee of this 
House. They are all controlled by the 
Democratic Party, by a nearly 2 to 1 
majority. I think, in the Committee on 
Ways and Means, it is 23 to 13, Demo
crats over Republicans. In the Commit
tee on Rules, on which I serve, we Re
publicans are outnumbered 9 to 4. In 
the House of Representatives as a 
whole, the Democratic Party, with one 
Socialist included, has 268 votes to our 
166. 

So, let us not talk about being par
tisan here and that majority members 
have tried and tried and tried to get 
something done. Let us try together to 
do what is right for the American peo
ple. That is why I am standing up here 
right now supporting this rule and ask
ing every Republican to vote for it. I 
am also asking you to vote for the bill 
when it comes to the floor in about an 
hour. 
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Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker 
and colleagues, I recognize that I am 
an unlikely supporter of this legisla
tion now standing in the well. I am a 
conservative, and I am a harsh critic of 
Federal spending. I am absolutely con
vinced that we cannot subsidize this 
country into prosperity. And I recog
nize as well that much of the debate 
today about the rule and about the bill 
is politically motivated. But the fact 
remains, Mr. Speaker, 100,000 people 
are out of work in Oregon, and that 
number is growing. Estimates are that 
between 60,000 and 100,000 additional 
people in Oregon and Washington could 
be thrown out of work to protect the 
northern spotted owl, the marbled 
murrelet, the goss hawk, the stub
nosed sucker, the sockeye salmon, and 
you name it, anything wiggly and 
crawly known to mankind, and we will 
protect it. 

Seventy-two communities in Oregon 
are wholly dependent upon the timber 
industry, dependent upon it for their 
survival. Not only will vast amounts of 
people be unemployed but communities 
are going to become extinct in my 
State. Congress has enacted all these 
environmental laws which place wild
life ahead of people. 

Well, it is time to pay. We have pro
vided this protection for everything ex
cept the Homo sapiens, people. 

Well, that is not without great cost, 
and it is due today. If this legislation 
has a problem with pay as you go, then 
I propose that Congress enact the oppo
site principle. I suggest this body 
ought to say we ought to call it "as 
you go you must pay." If you injure 
people, you must pay for it as you go 
on. 

Congress has ignored its responsibil
ity to pay for the actions it has taken 
over the years, passing the Endangered 
Species Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act, the National Forest Management 
Act, and all the other laws that are 
hastening a crippling depression in the 
Pacific Northwest. It is unfair, and it 
ought to stop. 

We are staring down the barrel of the 
worst economic crisis we have ever 
faced in our history in the Northwest. 
Talk about compassion and under
standing all you want, Congress has ig
nored our pleas. This is a Band-Aid, 
this is a crumb; it only does very little. 
We need a tourniquet to stop the bleed
ing in the Northwest. It is small solace, 
but at least we ought to do something. 
We ought to get on with the progress in 
the business of correcting unemploy
ment in the Northwest, and that is 
simply because of laws passed by this 
body. 

I urge my colleagues to throw my fel
low men and women in Oregon a 
crumb; vote for this bill. 

Mr . BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
balance of our time to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE]. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
one additional minute to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WOLPE] is 
recognized for 2% minutes. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in the strongest 
possible support of this rule, and this 
critically needed legislation to assist 
American workers. H.R. 3201 would pro
vide up to 20 weeks of additional bene
fits to workers whose regular State 
benefits have run out, depending on the 
State's total unemployment rate, from 
September 1 of this year until July 4, 
1992. The bill would also provide 4 
weeks of benefits to workers in all 
States who have exhausted all of their 
benefits during the same time period. 

Mr. Speaker, let us be clear. We have 
a crisis here at home. My home State 
of Michigan has been plagued with high 
unemployment for many, many 
months. But persistent unemployment 
is not restricted to Michigan. This is a 
national crisis, and we need a national 
response. 

It is amazing that this administra
tion should resist the declaration of an 
emergency. What an extraordinary 
comment on the administration's in
sensitivity to the hardships of millions 
of working people throughout our Na
tion. 

Why is it that we can find the means 
to assist those in need all over the 
world, most recently in Kuwait and the 
Persian Gulf, and yet we cannot recog
nize the urgent needs of our own peo
ple, in our own communities, in our 
own States, in our own country? 

Mr. Speaker, it's about time we start 
paying attention to America. It is 
about time we are honest with our
selves and our constituents in acknowl
edging the gravity of our economic cri
sis, whose symptoms are all around us. 
Many parts of our Nation are still in 
the grip of a deep recession. Millions of 
Americans are unemployed, and even 
those who still have jobs have seen 
their standard of living erode dramati
cally over the past decade. The gap be
tween the rich and poor is wider today 
than it has been since the years of the 
Great Depression, and the middle class 
is being squeezed as never before. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for some 
straight talk, and some straight an
swers. It is time for us to deal with the 
American emergency. I urge passage of 
this critically needed legislation. 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

McNULTY). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 210 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 3201. 

0 1240 
IN THE COMMI'ITEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3201) to 
provide emergency unemployment 
compensation, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. BONIOR in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTEN
KOWSKI] will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI]. 

0 1240 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

I rise today in support of H.R. 3201, the 
Emergency Unemployment Compensa
tion Act of 1991. 

The committee bill establishes a 
temporary program which provides ex
tended benefits to long-term unem
ployed workers; establishes the same 
benefits for ex-military personnel asci
vilian personnel; and establishes an un
employment compensation advisory 
council. 

The primary feature of the bill is a 
restoration of extended benefits to 
long-term unemployed workers by pro
viding emergency unemployment com
pensation benefits. In addition to the 
normal 26 weeks of benefits provided by 
the regular State programs, the bill 
would make available at least 4, and up 
to 20, additional weeks of benefits, de
pending on the unemployment rate in 
each State. In addition, the bill would 
reach back to provide benefits to un
employed workers who have exhausted 
their basic benefits since April of the 
year. 

Current statistics support the need 
for extended benefits. Although there 
has been speculation that the recession 
is nearing or has reached an end, the 
need for an extension of unemployment 
benefits will increase in the months 
ahead. Like past recessions, the rate at 
which workers are running out of bene
fits has risen from about 28 to 33 per
cent, while the number of workers ex
hausting benefits each month has 
climbed from about 200,000 last July to 
about 300,000 today. Put more simply, 
already over 1 million more workers 
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have run out of benefits this year com
pared to last year, and the total could 
reach 3.5 million next year. 

Some critics have argued that there
cent unemployment rates suggest little 
need for an extension. However, the 
Joint Economic Committee has found 
that the rate of job loss in this reces
sion has been more severe than the av
erage rate of job loss in the last five re
cessions. It is time for Congress to pro
vide relief for the casualties of this re
cession. 

The committee bill also restores un
employment benefits for ex-military 
personnel to the same benefits received 
by civilians. As a result, ex-serv
icemembers' benefits will increase 
from 13 to 26 weeks. In addition, the 
number of continuous days a reservist 
must serve on active duty to qualify 
for unemployment benefits is reduced 
from 180 to 90 days. 

Mr. Chairman, the additional bene
fits provided in this bill are essential in 
securing the financial well-being of 
millions of American workers who have 
lost their jobs. The recession has been 
tough on these families. They deserve 
our help. Over 3 million workers would 
receive benefits with the emergency 
declaration. About 20 percent of those 
workers qualify because of the reach 
back period; the remainder are workers 
who are expected to exhaust their ben
efits after the date of enactment. 

My colleagues know I am a strong 
supporter of the pay-as-you-go require
ments enacted in last year's budget 
agreement. I am very disappointed that 
the bill is not adequately financed. I 
would have preferred to give the Presi
dent the choice to allow the taxes nec
essary to finance the benefits to go 
into effect, as Tom Downey and I pro
posed in the introduced bill, or to des
ignate the benefits as an emergency 
and to forego the taxes. I am very dis
appointed that the committee did not 
agree with this approach. 

By my count, we have on four occa
sions this year declared an emergency 
and bypassed the pay-go requirements 
of the Budget Enforcement Act. In 
each of these instances, we did it at the 
President's request. Given this pattern 
of Presidentially· initiated emer
gencies, I can understa)ld why a major
ity of my colleagues believe this bill 
should also qualify for an emergency 
designation. Many Members are frus
trated with the apparent willingness to 
declare emergencies to help citizens of 
foreign countries, while ignoring equal
ly compelling emergencies at home. 

However, I want to emphasize to my 
colleagues that I view this bill as an 
exception. I will continue to insist on 
pay-as-you-go financing for future leg
islation which increases spending or 
which reduces revenue. 

I also want to express my irritation 
that the Senate Rules constantly are 
used to frustrate the work of my com
mittee and the House. The inflexibility 

of the other body's rules destroys our 
negotiating ability and ultimately the 
quality of our legislative product. 

Mr. Chairman, we can no longer 
delay providing relief to the millions of 
unemployed workers in this country. 
They have waited long enough for this 
Congress to take action and we cannot 
let them down. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in support of this important 
bill. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, there is simply no 
good justification for establishing 
these new, and unfinanced, benefits at 
this time, and several good reasons 
why we should not. 

Extending the potential duration of 
UI benefits would help some unem
ployed workers and their families, but 
could also be costly. The budgetary 
costs would be significant if large num
bers of workers were assisted. More
over, the extension of benefits itself 
would encourage some UI recipients to 
remain unemployed longer, resulting in 
lost output and further increases in 
program costs. The wide variation 
found in this study in the economic 
well-being of persons who would prob
ably be affected by an extension of UI 
benefits reinforces the difficulty of 
making the policy choices. 

This bill would commit over $5 bil
lion to temporarily expand unemploy
ment compensation benefits and de
clare such benefits to be emergency 
spending that would not be subject to 
pay-as-you-go restrictions. 

The majority's justification for this 
legislation is that the Nation is af
flicted by an unemployment level that 
compels us to take emergency action 
to give special benefits to workers who 
have exhausted their 26 weeks of regu
lar benefits. 

The last time Congress enacted an 
emergency expansion like this was in 
September 1982. In that month, unem
ployment stood at 10.1 percent, and had 
exceeded 7 percent for the previous 31 
months. 

By contrast, the unemployment rate 
dropped today to 6.8 percent. The aver
age level of unemployment in the pre
ceding 31 months has been 5.8 percent. 
If we have an emergency now, what did 
we have in 1982? 

The majority also believes we need 
this legislation because they claim the 
current system of unemployment in
surance is ineffective. This year unem
ployment compensation will pay $24.3 
billion worth of benefits to 10.7 million 
workers, up from $16.8 billion that was 
paid to 8.1 million workers last year. 
The system works: unemployment in
creased by 20 percent this year, and as 
a result, the number of beneficiaries 
increased by 30 percent, and total pay
ments increased by over 40 percent. 

Not only are the majority's two 
major reasons for enacting this legisla
tion weak, there are good reasons for 

actively opposing this bill. Although it 
does not raise taxes, it will nonetheless 
require increased taxes in the future. 
The emergency procedures allow us to 
pretend money is not being spent, but 
every dollar still shows up in the defi
cit. 

The bill will come due one day. 
Equally important is the majority's 

plan to spend down the Federal unem
ployment trust fund. For the past 3 
years this same majority has asked the 
Ways and Means Committee to report 
legislation requiring States to increase 
the balances in their trust accounts. 

Does it make sense to argue that 
State trust funds should be increased 
while simultaneously urging Congress 
to deplete Federal trust funds? 

Our economy is improving, and ap
pears to be pulling out of the recession. 
But, what if things suddenly turn bad? 
What if someday we must again face 
double-digit national unemployment 
rates. Will the trust funds be there to 
protect workers? Not if we enact this 
legislation. We will then have to raise 
taxes, and by so doing produce exactly 
the effect we are trying to fight. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is not 
good for America. Its justifications for 
emergency spending are weak, and it 
could seriously damage the unemploy
ment trust funds and our attempts to 
reduce the Federal deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, there is widespread 
agreement in the Nation that the most 
important issues before Congress has 
been and continues to be the Federal 
budget deficit. The most recent in a 
long line of attempts to reduce the def
icit is last year's Budget Enforcement 
Act, enacted after one of the most bit
ter and divisive legislative struggles in 
recent history. 

The fundamental problem addressed 
by the Budget Act, as well as by the 
earlier Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law, 
is how to control Federal spending. 
After four decades of unrelenting 
growth in Federal spending and taxes, 
most Members of Congress came to re
alize that the desire to spend would al
ways exceed the political ability to 
tax. From this realization, it was a 
short step to concluding that Congress, 
lacking discipline and will, had to fig
ure out some device by which it could 
automatically control its urge to 
spend. 

Under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings that 
device was sequestration. Though the 
Budget Act retained sequestration as 
one of its control devices, the major 
new devices for controlling the deficit 
were spending caps for military, do
mestic discretionary, and foreign dis
cretionary programs and the so-called 
pay-go requirement that any expansion 
of entitlement programs must be com
pletely paid for by tax increases or cuts 
in other entitlement programs. 

As it now turns out, the Budget Act's 
attempt to put Congress on automatic 
pilot contained a potential seed of self-
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destruction. Reasoning that war, pes
tilence, depression, and similar calami
ties might require spending above the 
forecasted amounts, Congress inserted 
a provision that if the President and 
Congress agreed that an emergency 
was at hand, new money could be spent 
without counting it against the caps or 
the pay-go requirement. 

But what is an emergency? The ma
jority is arguing that the President 
and Congress have declared a host of 
emergencies already. Reference is then 
made to all manner of disasters all 
over the world. In fact, however, Con
gress and the administration have used 
the emergency clause of the Budget 
Act to exempt a total of only S1 billion 
from Budget Act provisions. This 
money has been used for three pur
poses: 

First, S236 million for disaster assist
ance to Kurds and others affected by 
Desert Storm; 

Second, $59 million to protect and 
evacuate Americans from the Persian 
Gulf region; and 

Third, $850 million for Israel and Tur
key to help them defray costs incurred 
in supporting the United States in 
Iraq. 

None of the other emergencies cited 
by Democrats were paid for by exemp
tions from the Budget Act; they were 
paid for by emergency funds set aside 
for such purposes by various domestic 
and foreign aid programs and they still 
counted against the budget spending 
totals. 

In my view, Congress and the admin
istration must be extremely respon
sible and use the emergency escape 
valve to violate spending caps only in 
the most dire emergencies. Our current 
unemployment situation, though seri
ous, has not risen to a level which jus
tifies the complete restructuring of the 
extended benefits program contained in 
this bill. 

This bill violates last year's Budget 
Enforcement Act in one important re
spect. It proposes mandatory entitle
ment expansions totaling approxi
mately $5.5 billion over the next 6 
years, none of which is offset by in
creased revenues or reductions in other 
outlays. This is a straightforward and 
substantial breach of last year's budget 
agreement-unless there is an emer
gency. As I have argued at length 
above, I do not think an emergency ex
ists-and it is instructive to note that 
a majority of committee members ap
parently did not see the problem to be 
sufficiently severe to justify raising 
taxes to pay for the new spending 
called for in this legislation. 

Perhaps the most important prin
ciple agreed upon in last year's budget 
deal was that future program expan
sions should only be made if Congress 
is willing to pay for them. The will to 
raise the necessary taxes for these ben
efits does not exist in Congress at this 
time-hence the attempt to force the 

President to declare an emergency. If 
we are true to the letter and spirit of 
the Budget Act, we will not enact this 
legislation. 

0 1250 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. DOWNEY]. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is fair to say that this recession is 
not over. Even if it is, and I certainly 
hope that is, this bill is still needed 
more than ever before. In all the his
tory of post-World War II recessions, 
we have found that unemployment re
mains high at least a year after the end 
of the recession, the trough of the re
cession. So if, for instance, we are out 
of a recession now and do not know it, 
and I would add that if we talk about 
unemployed workers, the recession is a 
depression for them and, if we take a 
look in my State of New York, we will 
find that municipal, county workers, 
workers at banks, are all currently fac
ing the prospect of layoff. But let us 
assume for the moment that it is over. 
Then I anticipate that the unemploy
ment rate will be well above 6 percent 
for the remainder of the year. 

We will have those people who were 
first hired exhausting their unemploy
ment benefits. Clearly, we need to have 
a better mechanism than the current 
insured rate of unemployment to pro
vide benefits to these workers. 

It is, I guess, an ill-spent adulthood if 
you really understand the difference 
between total unemployment rates and 
insured unemployment rates, but I 
think it probably merits just a moment 
of discussion. 

The insured unemployment rate is 
those percentage of people who are un
employed who are eligible for benefits. 
Routinely across our country that is 
less than half. 

The State of Texas, it is under 30 per
cent of the people who are actually eli
gible receiving benefits. So in order for 
extended benefits under the current 
law to be triggered into a place like 
Texas, the unemployment rate would 
have to be a catastrophic 15 percent. 

We have heard mention on this floor, 
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR
CHER] just did it, and it is part of aRe
publican mantra, that the unemployed 
enjoy unemployment and that the 
more we pay unemployment benefits, 
the happier they are receiving them. 

The gentleman from Texas men
tioned the CBO report, and he said the 
CBO report said that some people, 
some people, not mentioning how 
many, may actually stay on unemploy
ment if unemployment benefits are 
higher. I concede the point. Some peo
ple might. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, that was the only 
point that was being made. 

Mr. DOWNEY. But the gentleman 
does not make the other point, which 
is that the vast majority of them want 
to work and cannot find jobs. And be
cause they cannot find jobs, because a 
couple of them may not go to work, we 
should deny everyone. That is part of 
your legacy as a party, isn't it? And 
you have the temerity to stand up here 
and tell us that the bill is weak be
.cause we do not pay for it, and you op
. 'pose the tax. And then when we decide 
hot to have the tax, you say there is no 
�~ �m�e�r�g�e�n�c�y�.� 

, Face it. Many of you in your party do 
t\ot want to provide benefits to people 
because if in fact you do not provide 
benefits to people, you force them into 
the work force sooner and at lower 
wages. 

That is not what my party is about. 
My party in this bill is about making 
sure that people do not lose homes, do 
not lose apartments, and do not lose 
families because they are temporarily 
unemployed. 

This bill, as the chairman has men
tioned, does not go as far as it should. 
It does not make the permanent 
changes in law that we need to make. 
We need to permanently change the in
sured rate of unemployment trigger to 
a total unemployment rate. 

I am satisfied that the senior Senator 
from Texas and others in the Senate 
want to see that happen. And it is my 
hope that in the following month we 
will be able to do that. 

We will also have an opportunity to 
test one other Republican, and that is 
our Chief Magistrate of the land. When 
we send him this bill, he will have the 
opportunity not only to sign it but also 
to extend the benefits. And then the 
issue will be joined. We will know once 
and for all whether or not a middle 
class entitlement program that goes to 
people who want to work, who are will
ing to work, who are eligible to work 
but who just cannot find jobs, is going 
to be helped by this President. 

0 1300 
I hope and pray that this President 

does not turn his back on these hard
pressed middle income workers, be
cause, if he does, I will make this 
promise: We will be back doing this 
again in September, with a more per
manent bill, with better benefits that 
are designed to help people. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I was on my way off 
the floor when I heard what has to be 
the silliest, most asinine speech I have 
heard on this floor in the 7 years I have 
been here. Not only was it grotesquely 
silly, but it was indictful in a manner 
that is totally without justification. 

How anybody can suggest that any
body in this body purposefully wants to 
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put people out of work and keep them 
out of work, or pretend that people like 
being out of work, is just amazing to 
!lle. 

Mr. Chairman, I thought we had in 
essence a protocol in this body where 
we rose above questioning the motives 
of each other. But to hear that kind of 
diatribe, totally without foundation, 
requires a response. 

The fact of the matter is, we do care 
about the unemployed on this side of 
the aisle. We care passionately about 
the unemployment problems that real 
people have in their real lives. We want 
to see them have jobs. We do not think 
it is enough to simply make a gesture 
in the direction of extending unem
ployment benefits to sustain the reces
sionary unemployment for a period of 
time, which otherwise could have been 
a recovery, in order to keep silly, silly 
taxes, designed to soak the rich, taxes 
which have not laid a glove on the rich, 
in place. In the last 6 months alone 
these soak the rich taxes have de
stroyed 9,400 jobs. There is hardcore 
documented evidence of that job de
struction. 

No, we do not want to extend unem
ployment benefits and keep people on 
unemployment indefinitely. We want 
to restore them to their jobs. Because, 
yes, we understand people want to 
work. We understand people do not 
want to be wards of the State. We un
derstand that is precisely why the ma
jority of people vote for Republicans 
for President, and not Democrats. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I would inquire how much time each 
side has remaining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] has 
18 minutes remaining, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] has 21 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. DOWNEY]. 

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say before my friend, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], leaves, if he 
wants to hear silly speeches, I will 
record some of his, and he can have an 
anthology of the silliest ones I have 
ever heard. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
very important matter. I strongly sup
port the bill of the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI] that is before 
us. 

Mr. Chairman, for 50 years this coun
try has provided a safety net to work
ing men and women. In the event that 
the economy sours and they lose their 
jobs, unemployment insurance allows 
the unemployed to shelter and clothe 
themselves and their families. That is 
what this bill is about. 

However, in the last two decades, as 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 

DOWNEY] has so correctly pointed out, 
this safety net has frayed from neglect. 
The careful weave of Federal and State 
law designed to protect them now sup
ports less than 40 percent of unem
ployed Americans. 

The last administration said there 
were no hungry Americans. The last 
administration said there were no 
homeless Americans. Perhaps this ad
ministration believes there are no un
employed Americans. But the facts 
belie that belief. 

Moreover, it is estimated that of this 
40 percent, nearly 3 million Americans 
will run out of benefits by the end of 
the year. Added to the millions of 
Americans who never had this cov
erage, it is easy to see why we must 
stitch the Unemployment Insurance 
Program back together. 

Unfortunately and incredibly, the 
President refuses to acknowledge the 
problems with the Unemployment In
surance Program, and discounts the 7-
percent unemployment rate. For a man 
with such purported vision, it is clear 
he is farsighted. Emergencies in Ban
gladesh and Kurdistan are clear as day 
to him, but emergencies close at home 
are blurred and indiscernible. 

If we can find money for people hurt
ing overseas, we can find money to help 
those hurting at home. Let's pass this 
bill and bring the President face to face 
with the problems millions of Ameri
cans already see too clearly. 

Mr. Chairman, let us act. Let us act 
today. Let us do what this country has 
always done, or at least in the last 50 
years, and said that those who want to 
participate, but who, through no fault 
of their own, are let down by fate, will 
not be let down by our continuing ne
glect. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. SHAW]. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as ranking member of 
the Subcommittee on Human Re
sources of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, I have worked long and hard 
with the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. DOWNEY] in trying to find an area 
on which we might agree. Unfortu
nately, we still have disagreement. 

Mr. Chairman, we must recognize in 
this country that there are pockets of 
unemployment that must be addressed. 
In my home district of Broward Coun
ty, FL, and all of south Florida, many 
lives and many careers have been dev
astated by the collapse of Eastern Air
lines. This is true in other areas of the 
country, because of particular indus
tries. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to start ad
dressing those problems. I am not sure 
that this bill does, except on a blanket 
basis. There has been a lot of talk this 
afternoon about what the Democrats 
stand for and what the Republicans 
stand for, and I think it is fair to say 

that both parties, and all Members, 
every Member of this body, are com
passionate about the unemployed. 
There is no way that any of us want to 
go home and tell somebody that we did 
not extend their benefits. There are 
many wonderful people, hardworking 
people, out there, that are unemployed 
through no fault of their own, who 
have desperately been looking for jobs. 
There is no question about that. 

Mr. Chairman, there does come a 
time when the Treasury of the United 
States becomes exhausted. There does 
come a time under existing law when 
the Government says these benefits 
terminate after 6 months, half a year. 
We are a compassionate people. That is 
why we support the law that we have 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, the question is, Are 
we in an emergency situation in this 
country to the extent that we need to 
extend benefits beyond that and risk 
exhaustion of the trust fund that has 
been set up to help us in times of real 
trouble and real deep unemployment? 

Mr. Chairman, 6.8 percent is a big 
number, particularly if you are part of 
that 6.8 percent. But it is not the dou
ble digit unemployment that we had 
back in the early 1980's. 

I think if there is one way to dif
ferentiate between the two parties on 
this particular issue, I think the Re
publicans put the cure of the problem 
more in creation of jobs, and not cre
ation of benefits. I will let the Demo
crats speak as to what their priority 
would be. But we on this side des
perately want to be fiscally respon
sible, to have a strong fiscal system in 
place in this Government, and produce 
jobs in the private sector, and just sim
ply produce additional benefits. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. PEASE]. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, there 
have been some fairly partisan com
ments made this morning. I would like 
to lay a little bipartisan blame, if I 
can. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been involved 
in unemployment compensation legis
lation for 10 years. In 1981 I was active 
in extending extended benefits and 
Federal supplemental compensation. In 
1983, as the recession was ending, I in
troduced for the first time a reform bill 
to reform unemployment compensation 
on a long-term basis. 

Mr. Chairman, I argued that year, 
and every session since, that we ought 
to be reforming unemployment com
pensation at a time when we were in a 
good economic period, and not wait 
until we were in a recession. I argued 
that to no avail. 

So here we are once again, as we his
torically have been, at a last-minute 
effort to temporarily extend unemploy
ment benefits, to do so in an inad
equate fashion, and with no basic re
form at all of the system. That is not 
the right way for us to be legislating. 
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Mr. Chairman, to make matters 

worse, this time we are acting within 
10 months of passage last fal! of the 
budget summit agreement, which re
quires that the extra expenditures be 
paid for. We are violating the spirit, if 
not the letter, of that agreement 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill does not pay 
for itself. We in this body have lacked 
the fiscal responsibility and the politi
cal courage to pay for this bill now as 
we ought to l;>e doing. We should have 
followed the Rostenkowski-Downey 
bill introduced earlier this week, which 
provided the benefits, but also provided 
the means of paying for them by rais
ing the taxable wage base for FUT A. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a terrible 
choice to make between doing what is 
right fiscally for America, and doing· 
what is right for unemployed Ameri
cans. Today I will vote with the unem
ployed workers of my district and my 
State, but it saddens me that we are 
faced with that choice, that we are not 
able to vote today on a measure which 
is good for workers and also good for 
America. 

0 1310 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER.] 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I think we should put this debate a lit
tle bit in perspective. 

It was last year that we were talking 
about a deficit reduction package. 
Some of us warned that if this deficit 
reduction package was passed that it 
would knock the legs out from under 
the economy, that we would have high
er unemployment, we would have high
er taxes, and in the end would have a 
higher deficit. And that is exactly what 
we have gotten. And now that we have 
instituted the Democrats' plan to bring 
down the deficit and we have a higher 
deficit, and higher taxes, and higher 
unemployment, now we are talking 
about extending unemployment com
pensation. 

The American people are going to 
continue to suffer as long as these 
wrong-headed solutions are being put 
into place by this body. The fact is we 
should be focusing on trying to get our 
economy moving again. But since 1986, 
when the Democrats took control of 
the U.S. Senate, they have had control 
from 1987 on of both Houses of Con-. 
gress, and slowly but surely we have 
gone right back to the politics of over
regulation, of high taxation that 
makes America less competitive and 
puts more Americans unemployed and 
on the streets. 

I hope the American people during 
this debate will keep in mind just who 
is to blame, just who is to blame for 
the fact that we have more unemployed 
today than we had last year when we 
raised taxes. 

I think that all of us have compas
sion, all of us have compassion here for 
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the unemployed. I do not come from a 
weal thy background. I come from a 
very, very hard working background, 
and I have gone through periods of un
employment myself. 

We are trying to create jobs for peo
ple because we care about them, and I 
am sure that on this side of the aisle 
there is just as much compassion with 
the policies that are being advocated. 
The question today that the American 
people should be asking is not just 
should we extend unemployment bene
fits but should we have policies that 
are aimed at a growing, expanding 
economy versus other policies that 
have failed. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as she may consume 
to the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. 
KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I stand 
in strong support of the chairman's 
bill, the Emergency Unemployment 
Compensation Act. 

The Emergency Unemployment Compensa
tion Program we are considering today is just 
that-an emergency. All across this Nation, 
millions of Americans have lost their jobs and 
many more will despite proclamations that the 
recession has ended. Certainly in my district 
there are no signs that the recession has 
ended. 

Hard-working men and women have ex
hausted their benefits. No jobs are to be 
found, and many of these people have 
watched their life savings dwindle to nothing. 
Life-long retirement savings are gone; their 
children will now have to postpone college; 
and necessary medical care is being forfeited. 
These people need our heiJ:r-and they need 
it now. 

It's bad enough that only 40 percent of 
those who should be receiving benefits are ac
tually receiving them. The unemployment com
pensation system that has kept Americans 
from falling through the cracks for over a half
century is full of holes. In my district, the relief 
rolls have risen dramatically in the past 6 
months because people have run out of un
employment benefits and out of time. Let us 
stop the clock and give Americans at least a 
fair chance to get back on their feet. 

President Bush says that we don't need this 
bill-that the unemployment rate is not high 
enough and the economy is on an upturn. In 
addition to Moscow, Paris, and London, I 
would like to invite the President to visit Ohio's 
Ninth District and talk to those who have been 
without work for weeks and, in many cases, 
months. 

These people have worked all their lives 
making this country what it is today, and we 
owe them our help in their hour of need. I 
urge my colleagues to ignore the threat of yet 
another veto. A "yes" vote today is a vote for 
America and those who build it. If George 
Bush can help Turkey, Albania, the Soviet 
Union, China, Kuwait, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, 
and every country in the world, he can sure 
help America. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA-
NETTA]. . 

Mr. PANETIA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 3201, the Emergency Unemploy
ment Compensation Act of 1991. 

CONTINUED HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT 

Currently there are 8.5 million unemployed 
persons in this country, an increase of 1 .6 mil
lion persons since the start of the recession 
last July. 

Though the unemployment rate in July de
clined to 6.8 percent, from 7 percent in June, 
the data behind that number show few signs 
of strength. 

The establishment-that is, business-sur
vey, which is the more reliable indicator of em
ployment, showed a decline of 51 ,000 non
farm jobs. 

The household survey also showed a de
cline of employment: 172,000 jobs. 

However, the unemployment rate declined 
because the labor force shrank by 415,00Q
presumably because 244,000 unemployed be
came discouraged and stopped looking for 
work. 

The establishment data showed declines of 
employment in both goods- and service-pro
ducing industries; only manufacturing and re
tail trade showed small gains. 

The establishment survey also found that 
average weekly hours or work actually de
clined in July, which wiped out the gains of the 
preceding 2 months. As a result of this decline 
plus the decline in employment, total hours 
worked fell by 1 .4 percent. Hours worked is 
considered an important indicator of the stay
ing power of a recovery. 

As Dr. Janet L. Norwood, Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics stated in an
nouncing the new figures, "changes in the 
labor market continued to show little clear di
rection in July. The unemployment rate slipped 
back to 6.8 percent, but for the second month 
in a row there was no growth in the number 
of payroll jobs." 

Commissioner Norwood further urged "cau
tion in interpreting the data from our house
hold survey * * *. It seems wiser to take a 
longer-term perspective * * * the July unem
ployment rate is the same as the rate for 
March and has shown no clear trend since 
then * * * labor force growth continues to be 
minimal and uneven." 

As a result of the recession more people 
are staying unemployed for a longer period of 
time, exhausting their savings and credit and 
often their will to keep looking for work. 

THE NEED FOR EXTENDED BENEFITS 

One of the major concerns with the current 
unemployment situation is the continued high 
level of those who are unemployed for 27 
weeks and more. Of the 8.5 million unem
ployed Americans, 1.1 million have been un
employed for 27 weeks or more-a 61-percent 
increase since July 1990. Yet only three 
States are currently eligible for extended ben
efits which can trigger on after the basic 26 
weeks of coverage have run out. 

When the House Budget Committee held a 
hearing on the unemployment issue on June 6 
of this year, the Department of Labor claimed 
that the extended benefit program was work
ing as intended as �e�v�i�~�e�n�c�e�d� by the eight 
States and Puerto Rico which had triggered 
onto the program. Since that hearing the un
employment rate has continued at unaccept
ably high levels, but the number of extended 
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benefit States has declined by five States to 
only three States. Three of those States which 
fell out of the program have unemployment 
rates of 8.5 percent or higher. 

The Department of Labor projects that 3.1 
million Americans will exhaust their unemploy
ment benefits in 1991, and because of the tra
ditional lag between the end of a recession 
and improvement in employment, the Depart
ment projects 3.4 million will exhaust their 
benefits in fiscal year 1992. 

As Members are aware, there are real con
cerns that we may fall back into recession 
later this year or next, which could increase 
the number of workers needing extended ben
efits above the Labor Department projections. 

People without jobs and without unemploy
ment benefits are facing difficult times. The 
stress and pain they and their families face is 
enormous. We have a chance here today to 
provide some minimal assistance to keep the 
long-term unemployed going until the econ
omy strengthens. We are in an emergency sit
uation, and this is a measured and appropriate 
reaction to the needs of struggling American 
families who want to work and through no fault 
of their own cannot find employment. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to 
commend the leadership for the approach they 
are taking today on this measure. By providing 
for the consideration of the same approach 
that the Senate agreed to last night, we en
sure that the final action on the bill can be 
completed before adjournment so that the bill 
can be sent on to the President. 

EMERGENCY DESIGNATION 

I am also pleased that the bill reflects the 
Senate approach on the emergency designa
tion and makes the benefits available only if 
the President agrees to designate the bill as 
an emergency requirement. This language 
protects against a sequester if the President 
does not agree to the designation, while allow
ing us to remain within the framework of last 
year's budget agreement and to provide these 
critically needed extended unemployment ben
efits. 

I urge support for the bill. 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 1-minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. DONNELLY]. 

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of this very nec
essary, and in my personal opinion 
long overdue legislation. I will take my 
minute to rebuke statements that have 
been made on this floor quoting 
unnamed bureaucrats thai I find in
sulting to working men and women of 
America, that extension of unemploy
ment benefits will encourage people to 
stay unemployed. It is an insult. It is 
an absolute, unmitigated insult to the 
working people of America. 

To suggest that workers, and we are 
not talking about people that have 
been on the dole, people that have been 
on welfare, but these are people that 
rose every morning at 6 a.m. and 
worked a good 8- to 10-hour day and 
lost their job through no fault of their 
own, and to suggest that they would 
continue to receive unemployment 
benefits to deprive families of hard
earned income is utter balderdash. And 

I �h�a�~�e� heard that from the highest 
members of the administration, and I 
think it has to be rebuked and de
nounced every time that it is said. 

This legislation is paid for. The fund 
has over $8 billion in it. The money has 
been set aside for times like this, when 
the economy turns down and people 
lose their job. 

We should have addressed this issue 
months ago. I congratulate the com
mittee for addressing it now. I would 
hope the President would show some 
compassion and some understanding of 
what it is like out in the real world, 
what it is like to face mortgage fore
closure, what it is like to see your son 
not be able to go back to school be
cause you cannot earn a living. 

Show some compassion, Mr. Presi
dent, and sign this bill, because this is 
an emergency to millions of Ameri
cans. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support . of the extension of 
unemployment compensation benefits 
and congratulate and compliment 
Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI and his com
mittee for bringing this up before the 
August recess. 

Mr. Chairman, today I rise in support of ex
tension of unemployment insurance benefits 
for the victims of our current recession. Like 
many pressing issues, this crisis situation has 
been papered over by a President who gov
erns by the old maxim out of sight out of mind. 
Mr. Bush's domestic agenda has been repeat
edly run over by the constantly moving wheels 
of Air Force One, as it taxis the President 
once more to destinations far from the realities 
of day-tcrday American life. 

Although many experts suggest that our 
economic downturn is over, the rising unem
ployment rate is proof that a turnaround has 
not yet quite arrived. It is a disgrace that 8. 7 
million American workers now find themselves 
without jobs. 

In June, the unemployment rate rose to 7 
percent. It has increased by 1. 7 percentage 
points since the recession began last July. 
Most troubling, however, is that almost 1.2 mil
lion American workers have been without work 
for more than 26 weeks and are no longer eli
gible for unemployment benefits. Another 1 .4 
million workers have been unemployed for 
more than 15 weeks but less than 26 weeks. 
Many of these additional workers will soon join 
the ranks of those losing unemployment insur
ance benefits, even if the economy starts to 
recover. While many of these workers would 
like to jet off to other parts of the world like the 
President until the bad times subside, the 
cold, hard fact is that for the unemployed their 
greatest concern now is feeding families and 
paying bills. 

In every economic downturn over the past 
50 years, Washington has stepped in and ex
tended unemployment benefits beyond the ini
tial 26 weeks for the majority of the long-term 
unemployed. At a time when almost 1.2 million 
workers have been unemployed for more than 

26 weeks, the Unemployment Benefits Pro
gram currently provides assistance to fewer 
than 100,000 workers. This situation itself, is a 
case study in misapplied priorities. While we 
should exercise fiscal restraint with regard to 
many big Federal spending programs, hesi
tation in providing benefits to many des
perately unemployed people has created a 
surplus in the program of nearly $7 billion. 

This mockery should not be allowed to con
tinue. I urge the President to act now. To work 
with the Congress to enact legislation expand
ing eligibility for extended unemployment ben
efits assistance. Both the money and the need 
exist now, and I ask that you act promptly for 
the good of those hardest hit by the recession. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not seek to denigrate the 
President's efforts in the foreign arena, but I 
do question his judgment on those issues that 
he has chosen to ignore. It is inherent in the 
duties of the Presidency to represent our Na
tion throughout the world, but it is more intrin
sic to the job to act responsibly upon the 
needs and concerns of American citizens. The 
fact that the President may be l[stening to this 
debate from 30,000 feet, does not lessen his 
ability to respond. You may remember that he 
faxed his veto message on the first minimum 
wage bill from somewhere over the Midwest.. 
Maybe the thinner air of flight makes one 
more callous, or maybe the clear skies and 
white clouds at that altitude makes one truly 
believe in that delightful, uncluttered image of 
the world that Presidents Reagan and Bush 
have been peddling for far too long. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. AUCOIN]. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, if any Member thinks 
it is not essential to pass this bill, I 
would urge them to look to-or perhaps 
visit-Oregon's timber-dependent coun
ties. These areas are hard hit by court 
injunctions preventing logging because 
of the spotted owl controversy in the 
Northwest. 

The number of people there who have 
exhausted their unemployment bene
fits before finding a job has doubled 
since last August. Lane County alone 
saw a 134-percent increase during the 
first 6 months of this year alone. The 
same trend exists in Douglas County, 
another timber-dependent area, and all 
throughout the Northwest is timber 
country. 

In Lane County, for example, 100 Or
egonians a week are receiving their 
final unemployment insurance bene
fits. In Douglas county, which is small
er than Lane, 50 Oregonians a week are 
receiving their final unemployment 
benefits. 

Of course, much of this distress could 
have been averted a decade ago. In 1981, 
Congress approved changes in the Fed
eral unemployment program that dealt 
a body blow to the extended benefits 
program. Many of you in this Chamber 
and in the other body voted to change 
the system. Now you are seeing the 
painful result of those Reagan-Bush re-
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forms. And now innocent Oregonians 
-are facing a catastrophe, Mr. Chair
man. Twenty-six weeks of unemploy
ment insurance does not cut it for 
them. 

My colleagues, Oregon timber work
ers have for years provided this Nation 
with the raw materials of home owner
ship, that essential part of the Amer
ican dream. Therefore, it is not too 
much to expect that we keep them 
from facing unemployment without un
employment benefits, the ultimate 
American nightmare. 

I urge my colleagues to pass this bill, 
and I urge the President to sign it. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES]. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 3201, the Emergency Unem
ployment Compensation Act of 1991, which 
will finally provide some relief to the millions of 
unemployed Americans suffering through the 
deep economic recession our country is cur
rently experiencing. 

I also want to take this opportunity to com
mend the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
DOWNEY] for his persistence in advancing the 
cause of the long-term unemployed. It is large
ly because of his determination to see legisla
tion brought to the floor to provide extended 
unemployment benefits to workers who have 
exhausted their regular 26 weeks of benefits 
that we have the opportunity to approve these 
extended benefits today and let the working 
men and women of America know that Con
gress has not forgotten or abandoned them. 

Mr. Chairman, I firmly believe that this legis
lation is absolutely necessary in light of the 
current recession. Permit me to cite unemploy
ment statistics from my home town of Cleve
land, OH. According to a recent report of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, in 1990, Cleveland 
had the highest unemployment rate for blacks 
among large U.S. cities for the second year in 
a row. The overall unemployment rate in 
Cleveland in 1990 was second in the Nation, 
trailing only Detroit among large cities. These 
rankings do not tell the whole story, the actual 
numbers are startling. 

In 1990, the black unemployment rate in 
Cleveland was 20.7 percent. In other words, 
more than 1 in 5 of Cleveland's blacks was 
unemployed. The overall unemployment rate 
was 13.8 percent, meaning that more than 1 
in 8 of all Clevelanders was unemployed last 
year. 

More importantly, these numbers do not tell 
the real story, because unemployment figures 
are not valid estimates of the true unemploy
ment rate. Official Government unemployment 
estimates do not count workers who have ex
hausted their benefits, or given up searching 
for jobs that simply are not available. These 
statistics also count part-time workers as part 
of the labor force, which completely ignores 
the fact that these individuals are under
employed. 

Mr. Chairman, extending unemployment 
benefits beyond 26 weeks is absolutely nec
essary. I can hardly imagine a situation which 
could be more damaging to the self-esteem 
and mental health of an individual than to be
come unemployed. Consider how much more 

painful it must be to still not be able to find 
work after searching for work for more than 6 
months. 

The administration tells us that the recovery 
has begun. Where is the recovery in Cleve
land, Mr. Chairman? Our unemployed workers 
cannot use promises of a recovery to pay their 
rent, or to purchase food and clothing. Our un
employed workers cannot use statistical deci
mal points from Labor Department reports to 
buy supplies for children preparing to start 
school this fall. 

Opposition to extending unemployment ben
efits on the basis of an illusory promised re
covery is a slap in the face of millions of citi
zens. If the President can find an emergency 
in Kuwait, or in Kurdistan, what about Cleve
land? Let's not hear talk about the budget or 
the deficit from the administration whose 
budgets and economic policies over the last 
11 years produced the deficit and the reces
sion that produced the unemployment that this 
bill addresses. 

I urge my colleagues to show compassion 
to the millions of Americans who face the trag
edy of being unemployed every day. Show the 
working men and women that you care about 
them and their plight by voting to provide ex
tended benefits to help them when they are in 
their time of most desperate need. Vote in 
favor of H. R. 3201 because it is compas
sionate, and humane legislation. But also, vote 
in favor of H.R. 3201 because it is reasonable 
and absolutely necessary legislation for Amer
ican workers. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the committee chairman for 
yielding time to me and want to com
mend him and the chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DOWNEY] for bringing this 
bill to the floor. It is extremely impor
tant. 

Mr. Chairman, in my home State of 
Florida 480,000 workers are out of a job. 
These are people who want to work, 
who were working, and who are unable 
to work now thanks to the Republican 
recession. 

Unfortunately, the situation doesn't 
look like it is going to get better any
time soon. 

This past year, thousands of Eastern 
Airlines workers were laid off. By now, 
most of their benefits have run out. 
With the possible demise of Pan Am, 
soon thousands more workers may be 
out of a job and their benefits, too, will 
eventually expire. 

Just last month Citibank laid off 
17,000 workers, Unisys laid off 10,000 
and GM laid off 6,200. That's 33,200 
American workers laid off last month 
by 3 companies alone. 

If we can find tens of billions of dol
lars to protect the Kuwaitis, rescue the 
Kurds, and help the people of Ban
gladesh-we can help working Ameri
cans stay in their homes and keep food 
on their tables. 

By passing this legislation we will 
not be breaking the budget agreement 
from last year. 

We will not be taxing the American 
people. 

By passing this legislation we will be 
recognizing that our country is in a 
crippling recession and our workers 
need help. 

Mr. President, when you return, look 
out the window of Air Force One. You 
will see that this country needs leader
ship, jobs, and help for the unem
ployed. It is an emergency. Sign this 
bill. 

0 1320 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3040 and I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Tilinois [Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI], the distinguished 
chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. DOWNEY], and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER], the ranking mi
nority member of the Ways and Means 
Committee, for their efforts in bring
ing this very important issue to the 
floor. 

Mr. Chairman, our Nation has finally 
begun its recovery from the recession. 
However, there are still too many peo
ple unemployed. The unemployment 
rate rose in the month of June by one
tenth of 1 percent to a total of 7 per
cent. As we speak, 8.75 million Ameri
cans are looking for jobs. 

We cannot ignore these figures. The 
Government cannot turn its back on 
our Nation's workers who have found 
themselves out of work due to the re
cent recession. 

The upturn of our economy is encour
aging. The economic indicators were up 
for the fifth straight month. But our 
workers have not yet found jobs and 
their unemployment insurance is about 
to run out or has already run out. 

In my congressional district in New 
York there is an even greater rate of 
unemployment than the national aver
age. Many of my constituents inform 
me that they cannot find work and as 
their unemployment insurance runs 
out, they are having difficulty feeding 
their families. 

It is time that we address their des
perate situation. Let us throw our 
hard-working citizens a lifeline to keep 
them afloat a little while longer by ex
tending their unemployment benefits a 
little longer until these hard-working 
Americans, who have been put out of 
work through no fault of their own, can 
find employment in our reviving econ
omy. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this measure 
and I urge all my colleagues to support 
this measure. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
REED]. . 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this legislation. It is criti-
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cally needed in my State. We are one of 
the three States that have already ex
tended benefits, and we need more. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 3201, the Emergency Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 1991. This legislation 
does what the President has failed to do-rec
ognizes that the recession is not over, espe
cially not in Rhode Island. My State's econ
omy is in a deep recession, not because of 
the absence of a capital gains cut, but be
cause of the combined effects of our credit 
union crisis, continuing high unemployment
even in the summer months-possible layoffs 
at the State's biggest employer, and the ad
ministration's policy of abandoning our city 
and State governments. I invite any adminis
tration official to visit Rhode Island and tell 
one unemployed factoryworker or one small 
businessman who cannot use his account at a 
closed credit union that the recession is over. 

Many of my colleagues have mentioned the 
fact that only three States presently qualify for 
extended benefits under the current system
Rhode Island is one of those States. In Rhode 
Island we have an 8-percent unemployment 
rate-more than 1 full percent above the na
tional level of 6.8 percent. This translates into 
40,000 Rhode Islanders without jobs. These 
are not people looking for a handout, these 
are my neighbors-people who want dearly to 
go back to work. It would be a tragedy if the 
President were to say to the hard-working 
men and women of America that in their time 
of need there will be no aid, no emergency 
spending for you. 

I rise in strong support of this legislation and 
I hope my colleagues will join me. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I am pleased that this legislation ex
tending unemployment benefits has in
corporated a measure that I have pro
posed in the last two Congresses. The 
legislation I am referring to eliminates 
the disparate restrictions on unem
ployment benefits for former members 
of the Armed Forces. This measure will 
make such individuals eligible for the 
same unemployment compensation 
benefits as civilian workers. 

Despite our involvement in the Per
sian Gulf, it is evident that defense re
ductions will continue and that in the 
future we will be relying on a military 
that is substantially smaller than at 
present. The Department of Defense 
budget for fiscal year 1992 projects 
that, between 1991 and 1995, active duty 
manpower will be reduced by 332,000. It 
is likely that a significant portion of 
these cuts will be made through invol
untary separations. 

Many of those who may be forced out 
will have looked to the military as a 
career and will have to begin their 
lives anew. I am pleased that this legis
lation will correct an inequity that has 
existed for some time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to voice my strong support 

for H.R. 3201. This will provide ex
tended unemployment benefits for 
Americans who are out of work, who 
want work, but can't find work. 

In my own Philadelphia, 62,000 Phila
delphians have run out of benefits in 
the first 5 months of this year. 

And these numbers are only going to 
increase. 

Mr. Chairman, 2 days ago, this House 
voted on a proposal which will lead to 
the closure of the Philadelphia navy 
yard. And that decision is going to cost 
up to 47,000 jobs in the region. 

Dramatic changes in our economy
like defense cutbacks-and the reces
sion have prompted an emergency here 
at home, just like there were emer
gencies with the Kurds and in Ban
gladesh. 

Unemployed Americans have families 
to feed and mortgages to pay. 

H.R. 3201 recognizes the dire straits 
so many of our people face. Let us pass 
this critical legislation to extend bene
fits and bring them the help they need. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chariman, I rise in strong 
support of the Unemployment Insurance Re
form Act. This overdue bill will provide badly 
needed assistance to millions of unemployed 
Americans suffering from the effects of our 
Nation's recession. Eight million Americans in
cluding ·120,000 South Carolinians are unem
ployed today. The national unemployment rate 
has now risen to 7 percent from 5.3 percent 
just a year ago. Two million more Americans 
are unemployed today than 1 year ago. Just 
last month, new claims across the Nation for 
benefits jumped by 30,000 to 425,000. The 
unemployment rate in my own State jumped 
between May and June by an entire percent
age point from 5.8 percent to 6.8 percent. In 
many counties in my congressional district, the 
rate is even higher: Chester County's rate is 
15 percent, Sumter's is over 11 percent and 
Lancaster's is over 9 percent. In fact, the real 
unemployment rate is even higher than these 
figures suggest since they only cover those 
unemployed individuals who are actively seek
ing new jobs. Millions of others who have be
come discouraged and given up their job 
searches are excluded from these figures. 

The administration claims that this is a mild 
recession which has already ended reflect an 
insensitivity to the hardships of those Ameri
cans who are unemployed and can't find jobs. 
In truth, we don't know whether this recession 
is ending. Economists are divided. But we do 
know that the national unemployment rate in 
June is almost two points higher than 1 year 
ago. And we do know that benefits either al
ready have or are about to run out for millions 
of eligible people. 

This measure would extend unemployment 
benefits for those individuals who have ex
hausted their 26 weeks of assistance. Under 
the bill, and additional 7, 13, or 20 weeks of 
benefits will be available to unemployed work
ers once the regular benefits expire. The bill 
provides that for those States with an unem
ployment rate above 6 percent, benefits will be 
extended for 7 weeks, for States with rates 
above 7 percent, rates will be extended for 13 
weeks and for those States with rates above 
8 percent, benefits will continue for an extra 

20 weeks. The bill also provides that unem
ployed workers in all States, regardless of the 
unemployment level, would be eligible for at 
least 4 weeks of additional benefits. Aside 
from the aid it would bring to unemployed civil
ians, this measure would increase ex-service 
members' unemployment benefits from 13 
weeks to 26 weeks and would reduce the time 
they must wait to receive these benefits after 
leaving the military from 4 to 1 week. Many of 
these ex-servicemen are Desert Storm veter
ans who need and certainly deserve this addi
tional aid. T oday's bill reverses a program cut 
adopted under President Reagan which short
ened the eligibility period and reduced bene
fits. Ironically, this bill would not even be nec
essary if Reagan cuts had never gone into ef
fect. 

This legislation would provide direct and im
mediate benefits to thousands of eligible 
South Carolinians who are without jobs. As I 
mentioned, South Carolina's average unem
ployment in June was 6.8 percent while our 6-
month average was 6.2 percent. As a result, 
the bill will extend unemployment compensa
tion coverage in our State for an extra 7 
weeks from 26 weeks to 33 weeks. That addi
tional 7 weeks will bring badly needed relief to 
many families trying to make ends meet dur
ing a difficult period when they have lost their 
single source of funds. It will help them pay 
overdue bills and keep them afloat until they 
can find new jobs. 

The bill declares that the cost of the benefits 
are an emergency expenditure, as provided 
under last year's budget agreement, and re
quires the President to make a separate emer
gency finding before the benefits are triggered. 
The costs of the bill will be totally covered by 
the Federal Government with funds in the ex
tended unemployment compensation account 
[EUCA]. This fund, now a surplus of $8 billion 
and it continues to grow, even though we are 
in a recession. One level, it makes sense to 
tap the money from this fund since it was cre
ated to respond to the "counter-cyclical" 
forces of a recession. If we do not use the 
money in this fund during a recessionary pe
riod, why was this fund created and when are 
we supposed to use it? 

At tlhe same time, I would feel better about 
this bill if it provided a mechanism to pay for 
itself. The cost, according to CBO, is approxi
mately $6 billion. Next year our Nation's deficit 
is projected to reach $350 billion and I don't 
want to take any steps which will make the 
deficit bigger. The original measure passed by 
Ways and Means gave the President a choice 
of either raising the unemployment tax or de
claring an "emergency" and avoiding the tax. 
I think that approach made much more sense 
and was more consistent with the spirit of last 
year's budget agreement. 

Despite this concern, this measure will bring 
important benefits to millions of deserving 
Americans and I urge its prompt approval. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, unemploy
ment benefits are not a welfare program. They 
are designed to keep the working men and 
women of our country, and their families, on 
stable ground when they lose their jobs. This 
is not a handout, it is a sensible approach to 
keeping American families economically via
ble. 
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Mr. Chairman, the unemployment benefits 

program is an investment in preserving our 
economy. By preventing our workers from be
coming clients of the welfare system during 
temporary setbacks, we not only maintain the 
integrity of our labor pool, but we avoid spend
ing thousands more dollars due to joblessness 
in the future. 

We also allow these working people to 
maintain their pride and dignity, because these 
men and women want to work. They ask only 
the ability to continue to support their families, 
as they always have, by working their chosen 
trade. 

Mr. Chairman, this is why we must, at this 
time, extend the period of unemployment ben
efits to workers who have lost their job. All of 
us have been feeling the steady pinch of the 
ongoing recession, and it has taken its toll on 
all sectors of our society. Because of the lin
gering effects of the recession, so much of our 
industry has been effected, and it is taking 
much longer than has been usual or antici
pated for our workers to find new jobs. They 
need this shot in the arm to continue manag
ing their lives while they look for work. 

Mr. Speaker, this is good public policy. In
vesting in our working men and women saves 
us countless dollars in future public assist
ance. Investing in our work force maintains the 
integrity of our labor pool. Investing in the 
pride and dignity of our working families, the 
backbone of our Nation, is what democracy is 
all about. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, unemploy
ment has been almost no part of the discourse 
of this session. On this last day before the Au
gust recess, let action be added to words. 
Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI'S bill is one that no 
Member should go home without. 

This bill is a modest response to a serious 
situation in the Nation. The unemployment 
rate in the Nation's Capitol is 7.6 percent and 
is bound to get worse as layoffs and attrition 
in the District government continue. 

Millions of Americans are cynical about talk 
of recovery. This bill will not bring recovery for 
them. It is a finger in the dike that is 
necesssary to save the whole arm, the arm 
that wants to work but can find no jobs. 
Please pass H.R. 3201. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, today we are 
considering legislation to provide assistance to 
millions of unemployed Americans. The unem
ployment rate has been rising steadily over 
the past 6 months, and there is no relief in 
sight. The legislation before us today is sorely 
needed and I urge my colleagues to acknowl
edge the emergency that presently exists in 
the unemployment insurance program and to 
support this legislation. 

In California the unemployment rate reached 
8.2 percent in June. This is up from 7.4 per
cent in May and represents a stunning in
crease since last year at the same time when 
the unemployment rate was only 5.1 percent. 
In my district of Sacramento, the unemploy
ment rate during June was 7.1 percent. 

Because of the inadequacies of the unem
ployment insurance program, some 37,000 
Californians exhaust their State unemployment 
insurance benefits each month. During the first 
5 months of 1991, 183,000 unemployed Cali
fornians reached the end of the their benefits. 

This legislation would provide real relief to 
the millions of Californians and others around 

the country who are without jobs or regular in
come. California, like many other States that 
have passed the 7 percent unemployment 
rate, is unable to secure extended benefits for 
its citizens. 

The current unemployment insurance sys
tem is ill-equipped to serve the number of 
people needing continued benefits. Cuts in the 
unemployment insurance extended benefits 
program during the 1980's have left this pro
gram unable to meet the needs of the unem
ployed. This is the first recession since the 
1950's during which extended benefits have 
not been triggered for the long-term unem
ployed. It is unacceptable that Michigan, 
Maine, and West Virginia, all of which are ex
periencing unemployment rates of over 9 per
cent, fail to qualify for the extended benefits 
program. Congress must act to extend these 
benefits to the millions of unemployed Ameri
cans who have exhausted their regular unem
ployment benefits. 

The United States is a country made up of 
people who are proud to work. It is offensive 
that there are those who argue these people 
are lazy or do not try hard enough to find em
ployment. The jobs are not there and it is our 
responsibility as Members of Congress to do 
all that is within our power to provide an ade
quate safety net to protect them when they 
are need. I urge my colleagues to support this 
critical legislation. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, my remarks are 
directed to the President of the United States 
and to ask him to please sign this bill when it 
comes across his desk. 

Lowell, MA, the largest city in my district, is 
in many ways a microcosm of America. It is a 
proud city that has built its heritage on one 
simple concept: hard work. Lowell was the first 
planned industrial city in America and with its 
broad, brick mills along the Merrimack River it 
was once the undisputed capital of the textile 
industry. In the 19th century, Irish immigrants 
came to Lowell to work in the mills. Then 
came the French Canadians, Greeks, Arme
nians, Poles, and now Southeast Asians. The 
mills were replaced by high-tech firms like 
Wang laboratories and other manufacturing in
dustries. But people kept coming to Lowell for 
the same reason: To build a family and to re
alize the American dream through hard work. 

Today more and more people are not work
ing in Lowell. Mr. President, it isn't because 
they are lazy or that they are bad people. 
They aren't working simply because there are 
no jobs available. The unemployment rate, 
which .is 9.5 percent in Massachusetts, is over 
13 percent in Lowell and is just as high in 
Lawrence, and Gardner, and Ayer, and Fitch
burg, and Framingham, and Worcester, and 
on and on. 

They are the same people who held a job 
1 year ago when no one would have consid
ered them lazy or deserving of joblessness. 
Ironically, Mr. President, many of these people 
voted for you when times were good. Now 
they desperately need help. 

I've heard some people in the administra
tion, including Governor Sununu, say that the 
recession is over and that it was only mild. I 
suggest that the next time Governor Sununu 
goes to a stamp auction, that he attend one in 
his horne State of New Hampshire where the 
economy is in an absolute free fall. And Mr. 

President, the next time you go to 
Kennebunkport, take a drive through the small 
industrial communities in Maine and see how 
soft this recession really is. 

Here is an example from Massachusetts. 
This is the want ad section from the Sunday 
Lowell Sun. The Sun has a circulation of 
57,000 serving Lowell, the surrounding towns 
and southern New Hampshire. Here it is
three pages with 67 job listings. Let me read 
a couple of them: Asbestos workers for Mas
sachusetts and New Hampshire; bill collectors 
for Wilmingham, MA collection agency; show 
girls where experience is a plus but not nec
essary-lodging available upon request. 
These are jobs of last resort, where a pay
check means the difference between paying 
the rent or losing a home, meeting a payment 
or defaulting on a loan, putting enough food 
on the table or going hungry. 

There are other job listings that provide bet
ter opportunities but many require very spe
cialized skills. For example, there are 1 0 list
ings for registered nurses. There are a few 
other decent jobs, but you can be sure that 
hundreds of people will apply. They apply on 
the thin hope that they will finally land a job
any job. 

Mr. Chairman, these people are not lazy. 
Many you; they counted on you; and now they 
need your help. I implore you to sign this leg
islation to extend unemployment benefits. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. Chairman, I 
am proud to join in strong support of this ur
gently needed legislation to provide extended 
unemployment benefits to unemployed work
ers around our Nation. 

Tragically, there are many in the administra
tion and in Congress who have downplayed 
the importance of the current recession and 
who are not convinced of the need to provide 
extended unemployment benefits. 

These individuals are either blind or they 
are purposefully ignoring the facts. The reces
sion is real, it is deep, and it is devastating to 
families all over this Nation. Throughout the 
Northeast, many workers find themselves ei
ther underemployed or completely unem
ployed. In New York State, the unemployment 
rate stands at 7.1 percent and the number of 
claims for unemployment benefits continues to 
skyrocket. In my own district, unemployment in 
the construction industry has reached crisis 
proportions of almost half the existing work 
force. 

But statistics alone do not accurately reflect 
the level of misery and suffering that is being 
experienced by many American families. Un
employment means a loss of income, loss of 
medical benefits, and the possible loss of 
homes and possessions. These are wrenching 
events that tear at the fabric that holds our 
families and communities together. It is abso
lutely essential that we act now to protect 
working families from the devastating effects 
of the recession and to get our economy mov
ing again so that unemployment will be re
duced. 

I have recognized for some time that the 
current benefit system for unemployed individ
uals is totally inadequate. Due to budget cuts 
enacted during the last 1 0 years, the Ex
tended Benefit Program of the Federal Gov
ernment has lost its effectiveness in recent 
years, and the long-term unemployed are not 
being adequately protected. 
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That is why, earlier this year, I cosponsored 

comprehensive legislation introduced by Rep
resentative TOM DOWNEY to provide additional 
unemployment benefits to workers in metro
politan areas with high unemployment rates. 
And that is why I pressed hard for the early 
consideration of this legislation. 

I am pleased that we are now bringing for
ward legislation that seeks to address this 
very serious problem. The bill before us today 
authorizes a much needed expansion of the 
Unemployment Compensation Program. Under 
this proposal, the number of weeks of ex
tended unemployment benefits would vary de
pending on the total unemployment rate in the 
State. Further, the President would be re
quired to declare expenditures for this purpose 
as emergency expenditures in order for the 
extended benefits to be enacted. 

I am pleased that Congress is finally re
sponding to the crisis of unemployment that is 
being faced in our communities. However, I 
am also somewhat disappointed that our re
sponse is not more emphatic. For instance, 
earlier versions of the bill would have correctly 
designated spending for this purpose as emer
gency spending, without the need for a Presi
dential declaration. Given this new require
ment in the bill, we must all bring strong pres
sure to bear on the President to ensure that 
he makes the appropriate declaration and re
leases these urgently needed funds without 
delay. Certainly, we would not want the Presi
dent to declare an emergency if we were not 
experiencing one, but the present cir
cumstances clearly warrant an immediate dec
laration on the part of the President. 

Moreover, the new bill authorizes only a 
temporary program and omits some of the im
portant reforms that were contained in earlier 
versions of the bill. Our experience during the 
current recession demonstrates that it is ex
tremely difficult to achieve an expansion of 
benefits during a time of need. Therefore, it 
would be more prudent to enact long-term 
changes in the program that will ensure ade
quate coverage for the future. 

It is also important to note that this bill does 
not respond to one of the most urgent crises 
facing unemployed workers, which is the loss 
of medical coverage that often accompanies 
loss of employment. I feel strongly that Con
gress must act to respond to this crisis as 
well. I have endorsed the concept of universal 
health care, and · I am working hard in Con
gress to ensure that all Americans have ac
cess to quality, affordable health care, regard
less of their income or their employment sta
tus. While Congress is currently considering 
several proposals for universal health care, I 
do not believe we are moving quickly enough 
toward consideration and adoption of a univer
sal health care plan. I believe we should re
double these efforts in light of the current re
cession and move quickly toward achieving a 
consensus in this area. 

However, despite these drawbacks, it is in
cumbent on all of us to strongly support the 
present bill, which offers the best hope yet 
that we will provide support to unemployed 
workers around our Nation. I urge all of my 
colleagues to join me in approving the bill, and 
also in convincing the President of the need to 
declare an emergency and release the funds 
for extended benefits. 

In addition, we must take strong and ag
gressive steps aimed at getting our economy 
moving again. I have endorsed a package of 
proposals designed to spur economic growth 
and create more jobs. This package includes 
proposals to spur growth by rebuilding our in
frastructure, including roads, bridges, and 
sewer systems. It also contains savings incen
tives for individuals and businesses, strategies 
for the expansion of exports and the develop
ment of advanced technologies, and other pro
posals designed to create more jobs for Amer
ican workers. 

At this time of economic difficulty, we cannot 
forget the very real individuals who are being 
victimized by the current recession. The im
pact on workers and their families of pro
longed unemployment takes many forms and 
causes often unbearable strains. In the short 
term, we must provide all affected families 
with the support they need to weather this 
storm. In the long run, we must enact policies 
for the future that will revitalize our economy 
and create more jobs. My constituents can 
count on me to be an outspoken advocate of 
policies that directly benefit American workers 
and American families. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, we should not 
have to be here today. It saddens me that we 
must pass an emergency measure to extend 
unemployment compensation benefits. 

We would not have to do this if the Bush 
administration's economic policies were work
ing. Unemployment wouldn't be an issue if the 
administration wasn't recklessly allowing 
American jobs to move to other parts of the 
world. 

Mr. Chairman, since June of 1990, 2 million 
working Americans lost their jobs. And there 
were 51 ,000 more victims of the recession in 
the last 30 days alone. 

President Bush keeps telling us that we are 
coming out of the recession. But you wouldn't 
know that from these statistics. Republican 
economists keep telling us that the recession 
is a mild one. But you wouldn't know that 
when you hear that since this past January, 
1.6 million Americans have exhausted their 
unemployment benefits. Thirty-two percent of 
the unemployed will do so before this year is 
over. 

I am going to support this bill because we 
owe it to millions of working men and women. 
We must ensure-when their jobs are pulled 
out from under them-that they can provide 
for their families in their hard times of unem
ployment. 

But let me say this. Our actions here to ex
tend unemployment benefits highlight the 
Democrats' commitment to America's working 
families. Our commitment extends beyond 
this. We are determined to pursue policies that 
are going to keep Americans working. 

Mr. WEISS. I rise in support of H.R. 3040, 
the Unemployment Insurance Reform Act. 
Congress must act now to help the millions of 
hard-working Americans who have lost their 
jobs due to the recession. 

The Labor Department announced that dur
ing the second week of July, the number of 
new claims filed for State unemployment in
surance benefits rose by 30,000, to reach 
425,000. This astronomical increase is 75,000 
more than the average number of new claims 
being filed each week just a year ago. The un-

employment rate for June rose to 7 percent, 
compared to 5.3 percent in June of last year. 
Since last June, an additional 2 million work
ers have become unemployed, a 33-percent 
increase over last year. It is clear that we 
must extend unemployment benefits to help 
this wave of unemployed workers feed and 
clothe their families. They can't wait any 
longer. 

In all but one prior recession, Congress has 
extended unemployment insurance past the 
26 weeks offered under normal economic con
ditions. These additional benefits have been 
provided through either the permanent Ex
tended Benefits Program or temporary Federal 
supplemental benefits that have been enacted 
on an ad hoc basis. 

Changes in the unemployment insurance 
Extended Benefits Program in the 1980's have 
made it less responsive to the needs of the 
unemployed. The "Gramm-Latta II" law of 
1981 and changes in State laws, for example, 
have dramatically weakened the Extended 
Benefits Program. Currently, extended benefits 
are available in just three States-Alaska, 
Rhode Island, and Maine. 

Certain provisions of the Budget Enforce
ment Act of 1990 have made the problem 
worse. Prior to fiscal year 1990, when claims 
for unemployment benefits exceeded the level 
on which the initial appropriation was based, 
the U.S. Department of Labor would request 
supplemental funds to pay for services to the 
additional unemployed workers. However, in 
fiscal year 1990, the administration stated that 
it would not request a supplemental appropria
tion, and only after the urging of Congress 
was this supplemental appropriation granted. 

The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, how
ever, limits any benefit gained by such a sup
plemental. Under the Budget Act, the addi
tional funds would cause domestic discre
tionary spending to exceed its specified cap, 
thereby triggering a sequester on other do
mestic discretionary programs. Clearly, this 
budget provision must be reformed, and I 
have introduced the Congressional Budget 
Responsibility Act to do so. 

To help stranded unemployed workers, the 
legislation before us today provides additional 
unemployment benefits to long-term unem
ployed workers and restricts the ability of 
States to disqualify workers otherwise eligible 
for unemployment insurance. Pending the 
Presidenfs approval, the moneys appropriated 
to provide this unemployment relief would be 
designated as emergency funds, pursuant to 
the budget agreement of last year. 

Clearly, we are in an emergency situation. 
Enactment of H.R. 3040 is needed to provide 
relief for the unemployed who are suffering in 
the midst of this severe recession. This legis
lation will help the hundreds of thousands of 
struggling families who have fallen prey to this 
recession in my district in the city of New York 
and across the United States. 

While Congress must begin looking into a 
comprehensive economic growth package to 
help all Americans permanently, it is impera
tive that during this recession we extend un
employment insurance. I urge my colleagues 
to support H.R. 3040. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the unemployment com
pensation provisions we are considering 
today. 
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Over 8 million people are out of work across 

the country. If this is not a crisis, if this is not 
an emergency, then what is? 

How can the President turn his back on the 
millions of Americans whose lives are in com
plete disarray as the result of unemployment? 

How can the President fly around the world 
offering economic assistance to foreign lands 
while refusing to acknowledge the desperate 
need for such assistance in his own back 
yard? 

There is no doubt that these are tough 
times for America, and particularly so in New 
England. Even though this region represents 
only 5 percent of the population, New England 
accounted for 20 percent of all jobs lost in the 
United States in the past 2 years. 

In my State of Connecticut, we are losing 
more than 10,000 manufacturing jobs a year. 
Since the recession began in Connecticut 
nearly 2 years ago, we have lost 75,000 jobs 
overall. 

These are not just statistics. Each one of 
these numbers represents a human being 
whose life has been turned inside out. They 
represent families who are losing the struggle 
to afford the basic essentials. 

I wonder how the President of the United 
States can say to these families, you are on 
your own? 

Congress certainly should not. 
Mr. MOODY. Mr. Chairman, I applaud 

Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI and Chairman DOW
NEY for their work with the Senate to extend 
unemployment benefits to the millions of 
Americans facing a cutoff of unemployment 
benefits. We have a good bill, a bill that fulfills 
a chief aim of the unemployment system
maintaining the purchasing power of the unfor
tunate workers who cannot find work. By 
priming the pump in this way, we keep the re
cession from deepening. 

This bill puts the House and Senate on the 
record as declaring that we are in an emer
gency. However, the language of the bill gives 
the President the option of signing the bill 
without declaring an emergency, thereby pre
venting any of the funds from getting to the 
unemployed. The President might very well 
come back to us and tell us that he agrees 
that additional benefits are necessary, but they 
must be paid for. 

I urge the President not to make this serious 
economic or humanitarian mistake. This bill 
calls for nearly $1 billion of spending in fiscal 
year 1991. To pay for this, as the Budget Act 
demands for nonemergencies, would require 
us to raise taxes or cut $1 billion of spending 
by October 1, 1991. 

Can you imagine this? Medicare, child care, 
Social Security-where would we get $1 billion 
in 1 or 2 months? Whom would we tax? Such 
an enormous tax increase or spending cut 
would wreak havoc on the economy at its 
most vulnerable moment. It would completely 
defeat the purpose of propping up a sagging 
economy, which is, after all, central to the 
whole unemployment system. 

The President and his economic advisors 
well know that signing the bill without declar
ing an emergency is tantamount to vetoing it. 
Everybody in this body knows it. The Amer
ican people should stand ready to reject such 
a weak-reasoned rationalization should the 
President mouth it. 

And make no mistake about it-we are fac
ing an emergency. 

While the unemployment rate fell to 6.8 per
cent in July, unemployment-as measured by 
the household survey-slipped by 172,000. 
Payrolls declined by 51,000. 

The unemployment rate fell because 
415,000 workers dropped out of the labor 
force altogether. So while the rate dropped, 
the prospects for finding a new job within 26 
weeks are no better. Indeed, they are worse. 
The Labor Department estimates that 3.4 mil
lion workers will exhaust their U I benefits in 
the coming fiscal year. 

It is clear that, whatever the Nation's eco
nomic prospects as a whole, there are real 
pockets of stubborn unemployment such as 
New England, West Virginia, Michigan. Unem
ployed workers in these States have no de
cent job prospects. They need additional ben
efits. They need them now. We must heed 
their call. I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 3201, the Unemploy
ment Insurance Reform Act of 1991. It is our 
duty and responsibility as Members of Con
gress to provide relief for the millions of unem
ployed Americans who are in desperate need 
of extended unemployment benefits. In my 
home State of Michigan, unemployment has 
risen to 9 percent. In my hometown of Flint, 
Ml, it hovers at 11 percent. The Michigan 
State Building Trades Council estimates that 
40,000 of its 1 00,000 union members are cur
rently out of work. Thousands of laid off work
ers across the State have searched literally for 
months for employment. During this recession, 
Michigan has suffered the second worst de
cline in the Nation, with a 0.7-percent drop in 
personal income just during the first 3 months 
of the year. Our State has been hit hard by 
auto plant layoffs, resulting in a 7.9 percent 
decline in durable goods manufacturing-the 
worst in the Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, recently our Nation has gen
. erously provided assistance to the Kuwaiti 
people, the Kurdish people, the Bangladeshi 
people, Filipino people-now it is time to help 
the American people. America's working fami
lies face unprecedented pressures and dan
gers. Most households need two wage earn
ers to afford the standard of living their par
ents enjoyed. And yet many families are no 
more than one paycheck from homelessness. 
The Federal Government must provide a se
cure safety net of financial aid and other as
sistance to help out working families through 
the current recession. 

Many experts say that we have already 
seen the worst of the recession and that the 
national economy is strongly rebounding. They 
would have a very difficult time proving that to 
many of the people in my congressional dis
trict who have lost their jobs and see little 
hope of finding employment in the near future. 
Domestic auto sales continue to slump and 
auto production remains stagnant. H.R. 3201 
offers hope to the unemployed people of 
Michigan. It would repeal the ineffective ex
tended benefits program and replace it with a 
federal supplemental . compensation program 
funded through drawing down the $8 billion 
surplus in the extended benefits fund. The 
program would provide an additional 5, 10, 15, 

or 20 weeks of benefits at unemployment 
rates of under 6 percent, 7 percent, or 8 per
cent respectively. This supplement would be in 
addition to the normal 26 weeks of unemploy
ment benefits available in the States. 

Moreover, this bill would correct inequities in 
our current unemployment program. Today, 
former military service personnel, including 
those who just fought in the Persian Gulf, are 
only eligible for 13 weeks of benefits, and 
must wait up to 4 weeks before receiving ben
efits. H.R. 3201 would restore them to the 
same 26 weeks of benefit civilians receive, 
and require only a 1-week waiting period. 

America's workers and employers paid 
taxes into the extended benefits fund in order 
to secure their families' economic future. But 
the Federal Government has been slow to tap 
the surplus in this fund because it helps mask 
the true extent of the overall Federal budget 
deficit. H.R. 3201 designates the spending 
under this bill to be an emergency for the pur
poses of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985. Thus, the funds 
spent out of the trust fund would not trigger a 
sequester. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all Members of the 
House to support passage of H.R. 3040. We 
must send a strong message to the President 
that this bill is important to America's eco
nomic future. And we must send an equally 
strong message to the millions of American 
families facing the trauma of unemployment 
that Congress cares about their plight and is 
willing to do something about it. 

Ms. LONG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. ROSTEN
KOWSKI, and the chairman of the subcommit
tee, Mr. DOWNEY, for bringing this legislation to 
the floor. It is a needed measure which I hope 
will be approved by the House, and ultimately, 
sent to and signed by the President. 

As many of my colleagues know, for several 
years, I have been urging the Congress to 
take a longer view of how the unemployment 
program operates. I have said that we in the 
Congress need to see what we can do to fa
cilitate a more efficient unemployment pro
gram which ensures that those workers who 
find themselves unemployed will receive the 
benefits to which they are entitled. For too 
long, the budget process by which the unem
ployment program operates has denied bene
fits to these individuals-not because there 
was not enough money in the unemployment 
trust fund [UTF]-not because these workers 
did not pay unemployment taxes, and not be
cause the businesses did not pay unemploy
ment taxes, but because the Congress must 
appropriate funds to the States to administer 
unemployment programs. Unless these funds 
are released-in a timely manner-benefits to 
unemployed workers go unpaid. And the ripple 
effect on the lives of these unemployed indi
viduals and their families-and often the 
economies in the smaller cities and towns of 
our Nation-all suffer. They suffer because of 
inaction on the Federal level. They suffer
needlessly may I add-because the budgeting 
process is flawed. 

The legislation I have been urging, the Un
employment Insurance Program Budgeting 
Reform Act, both during the last Congress, 
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and this Congress-H.R. 5434, and H.R. 888 
respectively-would address this situation by 
reforming the way we budget the unemploy
ment program. 

The administration of the unemployment in
surance program is paid for by a Federal tax 
on employers. The revenue raised by this tax 
is held in the UTF and is dedicated solely to 
the unemployment insurance program. How
ever, the unemployment trust fund is included 
in the deficit reduction calculations and the 
funds that pay for the administration of the un
employment insurance program are counted 
against the discretionary spending caps and 
are subject to sequester. 

Recent funding shortfalls have been due to 
rising unemployment as well as an appropria
tions process which restricted the ability of 
legislators to free funds from the UTF. Discre
tionary spending caps have limited the total 
appropriations-including the appropriation of 
administrative funds from the UTF. 

However, these budget actions saved 
money on paper only. Any unspent moneys 
from the trust fund are required to remain in 
the fund where they build up, unspent. A re
cent estimate for the year-end balance in ad
ministrative funds account is $2.52 billion. 

My legislation, H.R. 888, would address the 
shortfall by removing the UTF from the deficit 
calculation and the Budget Enforcement Act 
[BEA] budget process including the discre
tionary caps and sequesters, in essence mov
ing the unemployment program off budget. By 
removing the UTF from the BEA budget proc
ess, any pressure that may exist to hold down 
expenditures from the UTF and to build up the 
surplus in the trust fund would be eliminated. 
The stockpiling of funds that derive from a 
dedicated tax defeats the purpose of a dedi
cated tax and is merely an accounting device 
to meet budget targets. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation would help 
bring integrity to the budget process and to 
protect the unemployment insurance program 
from unwarranted funding shortfalls at a time 
of rising unemployment. I urge my colleagues 
to consider this measure as we move toward 
a comprehensive reform of the unemployment 
insurance program. 

But, Mr. Chairman, today we are not consid
ering a long-term approach to addressing the 
flaws in the unemployment program, but a 
needed measure which will provide additional 
unemployment benefits-through next July
for millions of American workers and their fam
ilies. 

This legislation is needed because of the 
unfortunate situation in which our Nation finds 
itself-a situation which now presents our Na
tion with the highest unemployment rate in 5 
years. And in my congressional district, the 
Fourth District of Indiana, the rates are also 
still high. 

As many of my colleagues know, last week, 
the Labor Department announced that new 
claims for State unemployment insurance ben
efits rose by 30,000 to 425,000 during the 
second week .of July. That level is a full 
75,000 more than the average number of new 
claims that were filed per week a year ago. In 
fact, since 1 year ago June, over 2 million ad
ditional workers have become unemployed. 
That is a 33-percent increase over last year. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to raise a point which 
I think needs to be brought to the attention of 

the Members. Officials in the administration 
have indicated that there is not a need to ex
tend unemployment benefits because the re
cession has ended. 

While this argument to do nothing for Amer
ican workers and families may make sense to 
some in the administration, many of us do not 
agree--nor would I guess that those currently 
being squeezed as a result of being unem
ployed for so long would be moved by this ar
gument. 

In fact, if you look at the last three reces
sions-in 1975, 1981 , and 1983--unemploy
ment has continued to rise during the months 
immediately following these recessions. In 
1975, the recession ended in March, but it 
was not until a full 8 months later that the un
employment rate began to decrease. In 1981, 
the recession ended in July, but it took 4 
months-until December-for the unemploy
ment rate to begin to decline. And in 1983, the 
recession ended in November, but it was not 
until July of the next year-a full 9 months 
later that the unemployment rate dropped. 

Mr. Chairman, the administration argument 
that we don't need to extend unemployment 
benefits because the recession is or has 
ended is a red herring. You don't need to be 
a rocket scientist to figure out that unemploy
ment claims will continue to rise--even if the 
recession ends today. 

The fact of the matter is that the loss of un
employment benefits is a significant problem 
that is economically squeezing an already 
pinched middle-class America. It is a problem 
that is affecting workers and families. It is a 
problem that is affecting workers and families. 
And, despite claims to the contrary, it is a 
problem that will continue to affect workers 
and families. 

I urge support of the bill to help remedy this 
unfortunate situation. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the unemployment compensation 
amendments and urge our colleagues to sup
port this measure that will provide emergency 
assistance to the many Americans who are in 
need of economic relief because their unem
ployment benefits have been exhausted. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill would make benefits 
available only from September 1, 1991, 
through July 4, 1992. Workers who exhausted 
their regular benefits prior to the enactment of 
this bill, but after April 1, 1991, would be eligi
ble for 7, 13, or 20 weeks of extended benefits 
if they live in States in which these additional 
benefits have been triggered. 

Currently there are only three States that 
are providing such emergency assistance to 
unemployed workers. Unfortunately, many 
States are facing financial crises of their own 
and may be able to provide little to no emer
gency assistance for their citizens. 

President George Bush stated, 3 years ago, 
that his administration was dedicated to a 
more kinder and gentler Nation. If this is true, 
then President Bush will support this legisla
tion and demonstrate his sincerity and commit
ment, to his words, for the American people. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my hope that this is an 
issue that everyone on both sides of the aisle 
can rally in support of. The recession has hit 
Americans from all walks of life and individuals 
on different rungs of America's socioeconomic 
ladder. America's unemployed need compas-

sion, understanding, and assistance. Their na
tional leaders must provide relief and reassur
ances that their years of hard work and serv
ice were not delivered in vain. 

Mr. LEVINE of California. I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 3040 which will provide 
extended benefits for up to 3.5 million Ameri
cans who have exhausted their unemployment 
benefits. 

Despite the fact that the administration has 
declared the recession over, millions of Ameri
cans remain out of work. The recession may 
be over for the President and his friends in 
Kennebunkport, but it is most certainly not 
over for working people in this country. 

In my home State of California, unemploy
ment has reached 8.2 percent. One in seven 
unemployed Americans now lives in California. 

Every month more than 37,000 unemployed 
Californians exhaust their unemployment ben
efits. 

This crisis affects the entire State and work
ers from every sector of our economy. Aero
space and defense manufacturers have lost 
more than 60,000 jobs during the current re
cession. 

The State's agricultural industry remains 
hard hit. The workers whom the severe 
drought and freeze left jobless have now run 
out of unemployment benefits and are not eli
gible to receive any other aid. 

Even Silicon Valley, the heart of our high 
technology sector, has seen unemployment 
skyrocket as computer manufacturers lay off 
workers. This is a national crisis, not limited to 
California. The number of long-term unem
ployed in our country has increased to more 
than 1.2 million people. Yet, fewer than 50,000 
of these unemployed workers are eligible for 
extended benefits. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply do not understand 
the lack of compassion and understanding ex
hibited by the administration toward American 
workers facing joblessness. 

The people of California want to work. 
They are not standing in soup lines and 

sending their children to school hungry be
cause they are lazy. 

The Democratic proposal on the floor today 
goes a long way to providing some relief to 
Americans who were forced from their jobs 
because of the recession. 

It would provide additional unemployment 
benefits to long-term unemployed workers, 
limit the ability of States to disquality workers 
from receiving unemployment benefits, and 
provide additional benefits for ex-military per
sonnel. 

For the millions of Americans who are un
employed, who cannot find a job, and have 
exhausted their unemployment benefits, this is 
an emergency. Congress must act now to pro
vide them with a modicum of relief. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to join me in supporting the working per
son. 

Vote for the Unemployment Insurance Re
form Act of 1991. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
today I rise to add my support for enactment 
of a bill whose time has come: the Unemploy
ment Insurance Reform Act. While I would 
much prefer to see the House version, H.R. 
3040, become law, I am so concerned that 
something be done now for America's workers 
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that I am willing to accept the compromise, 
H.R. 3201. 

We need to pass some form of additional 
assistance for our work force, not just to help 
American workers, but because we owe it to 
American workers. We have all heard the fig
ures: 7 percent of American workers now are 
unemployed. Since June of last year, 2 million 
workers have been added to the list of unem
ployed. This means that right now 8. 75 million 
Americans cannot find work. Of these unem
ployed workers, 1.6 million have exhausted 
their unemployment insurance benefits just 
since January of this year. Without an exten
sion of benefits, it is estimated that more than 
3 million workers will have exhausted their 
benefits by the end of this fiscal year. 

Now I ask my colleagues to put aside the 
figures and statistics and think instead about 
the individual lives that are being damaged 
and destroyed because there is no work, no 
paycheck, and no unemployment insurance 
benefits. In my district in Illinois, Mr. Speaker, 
there are fathers and mothers who cannot find 
jobs to support themselves or their families. 
For them, 26 weeks is simply not long enough 
to find a job during this recession. For them, 
an extension of unemployment insurance ben
efits could allow them to maintain their homes, 
their lifestyles, and their dignity. The legislation 
before us, Mr. Speaker, is a bill that we can 
and must pass in order to support and save 
millions of American workers. 

H. A. 3201 speaks to the President declaring 
an emergency to exist before the additional 
benefits can be released. There is no question 
that we are in a serious, emergency situation. 
The unemployment rate is higher than it has 
been in almost 5 years. Our workers need 
concrete assistance from us and they need it 
quickly. I hope that partisan politics and wish
ful thinking about the economy will both be put 
aside; let's work together so that we can do 
what is right and what is necessary. Let's pass 
H.R. 3201. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of the Unemployment Insurance Re
form Act, legislation to address the unemploy
ment emergency which grips the American 
economy. this bill will extend unemployment 
compensation benefits to more than a million 
unemployed Americans who have exhausted 
their benefits since the beginning of this year. 

The administration will argue that the reces
sion is over, or at least that things are getting 
better. They tell us that this legislation is un
necessary. But the 8.5 million American work
ers who are out of work know otherwise. 

In June, our unemployment rate hit a 5-year 
high, at 7 percent. And Federal Reserve 
Board Chairman, Alan Greenspan, has esti
mated that, in the fourth quarter, inflation will 
also rise 3.25 percent. But the administration 
would have us believe that the recession is 
ending. 

The number of long-term unemployed Amer
icans has jumped 76 percent in the past 
year-to 1.2 million people. These aren't just 
numbers. These are people with names and 
faces. These figures represent American fami
lies with mortgages, with car payments, with 
kids to feed, and bills to pay. 

But fewer than 50,000 of these unemployed 
workers live in States eligible for extended 
benefits. The. unemployment problem in my 

home State of California is among the worst in 
the country. Although our unemployment rate 
was 8.2 percent in June, we have been de
nied extended benefits. One in every seven of 
the Nation's jobless workers lives in California. 
This year alone, an average of 37,000 jobless 
Californians have exhausted their regular 
State unemployment benefits each month 
without receiving additional unemployment aid. 
Our total from January through May of this 
year was 183,000 workers. 

President Bush has requested aid to help 
people in Turkey, the Sudan, and Iraq-to 
name a few-but has threatened to veto our 
unemployment compensation bill. Why not 
support aid to American workers, Mr. Presi
dent? In the past 40 years, every President 
has extended unemployment benefits during a 
recession, as we are attempting to do now. 

This Republican recession has put close to 
9 million Americans out of work. This country 
remains in a recession despite the wishful 
forecasting of this administration. Yet, George 
Bush continues to pack his bags and bury 
himself in foreign policy and House Repub
licans have spent the week stewing and stall
ing to keep this bill from coming to a vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to sup
port H.R. 3040. The Unemployment Insurance 
Reform Act offers hope and much needed re
lief for the 1.6 million working Americans who 
have lost their jobs due to this recession. 
Since the President prefers to spend his time 
helping Soviet citizens and refuses to take 
care of his own people, Congress must stand 
today for the millions of American families who 
need our help. 

We are past the halfway mark of George 
Bush's term and his accomplishments read 
more like a Secretary of State's than a Presi
dent's. It's time to come home, Mr. President. 
It's time to help our own. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 3201, the Emergency Unem
ployment Compensation Act of 1991. As an 
original sponsor of legislation to extend unem
ployment benefits, I am deeply committed to 
its passage. 

In many areas of western Massachusetts 
we are plagued with double-digit unemploy
ment. Just 2 days ago we learned that total 
unemployment in the area has risen to 9.7 
percent, an increase nearly double the rate of 
a year ago. But we don't need new statistics 
to know that families are struggling, and the 
hardships continue. In western Massachusetts, 
the recession has been long and deep, and 
sadly, the end is not yet in sight. 

Despite this, here in Washington, President 
Bush declares we're out of the recession
well families in Holyoke, Pittsfield, and North 
Adams will tell you a different story. And every 
weekend when I go home, my friends and 
neighbors tell me their stories of hardships. 
They talk of steady layoffs at General Electric, 
months of getting by on only a portion of their 
former wages, and now, a sudden end to the 
unemployment benefits that they had been 
surviving on. 

H.R. 3201 is of critical importance to the 
people of my district. As the recession drags 
on in western Massachusetts, unemployed 
men and women and their families need a 
bridge to help get past the recession and get 
back to work. For these people, losing their 

benefits is an emergency. They've already 
gone too long with the heavy burden of being 
without work. 

It is an emergency that this Congress must 
immediately recognize. Now is not the time to 
point fingers to past inactions; it is time to help 
our .struggling families. We must put a bill on 
the President's desk that makes no conces
sions, and gives the unemployed men and 
women of America what they need-a new 
lease to hold together their lives and their fam
ilies, and the opportunity to continue their 
search for work. 

If the President does not accept our de
mands, then he must answer to all those who 
now find themselves unemployed and without 
any source of income. He must explain to the 
8. 7 million unemployed people in America, 
and the over 40,000 in western Massachu
setts, how he comes to the conclusion that the 
recession is over. If President Bush can de
clare an emergency to provide aid to Kurdish 
refugees, why can't we declare an emergency 
to help the unemployed men and women in 
my district and in our country? 

The President says the recession is over. 
Well, Mr. President, come to my district and 
look into the eyes of a parent struggling to find 
work and provide for her family, and then tell 
us we are out of the recession. How can we 
turn our backs on these families? 

I am excited about H.R. 3201, and I look 
forward to its quick and unaltered passage. I 
hope that we can finally recognize the depth 
of our current recession-and realize that 
while we may not be able to end it, we have 
all the power in the world to help those who 
are being most hurt by it. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, 
although there are many signs that our na
tional economy is turning the corner toward 
prosperous time, many people are still feeling 
the pain and suffering of unemployment, espe
cially workers in the State of Connecticut. 

That is why I rise in support of H.R. 3201-
the Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991. 

Mr. Chairman, the people of my district and 
my State continue to struggle through rough 
times. There are many factors for this-a 
weak real estate market, an uncertain budget 
stalemate in Hartford, and tight credit, a result 
of several bank failures. 

Connecticut's unemployment rate for the 
month of July was 6.2 percent, 5.9 percent 
seasonally adjusted. More disturbing, officials 
from the Connecticut Department of Labor 
have disclosed that since January, between 
1 ,200 and 1 ,500 people unemployment recipi
ents have exhausted their benefits. Last 
month, during one reporting period, the State 
reported 2,000 unemployed have befallen a 
similar fate. 

While I do not support increasing unemploy
ment taxes, I do believe the release of surplus 
funds to extend benefits to areas hard hit by 
unemployment is both fair and essential to our 
economic recovery. 

These funds will extend these benefits to 
Connecticut workers for another 4 weeks. 

This extension is not a hand out, but a hand 
up. Unemployment rates in several towns in 
my district are very disturbing and these funds 
will help them stay whole as they continue to 
seek new opportunities. 
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Also, this legislation would help ex-military 

personnel and reservists, many of whom 
served with valor in Operation Desert Storm. 

It would be a dishonor to the brave men and 
women of our military if we did not try to assist 
them in joining the civilian work force. 

This legislation merely release surplus funds 
for those who qualify. That is what these funds 
are intended for and we should authorize their 
disbursement once the President has declared 
the situation an emergency. 

Mr. Chairman, the voters elected all of us to 
manage the resources of our Nation and to be 
both prudent but compassionate. This legisla
tion is both prudent and compassionate. 

I believe this is a special situation which re
quires flexibility on the part of the Congress. 
So let us be encouraged by the improvements 
in our economy but show that we, the Con
gress, must help working Americans get back 
on their feet so they may prosper and contrib
ute to this recovery. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ex
press my support for the legislation before us 
today which will provide up to 20 weeks of ad
ditional unemployment benefits to people in 
my State of Maine. 

Over 50,000 people were unemployed in 
Maine in June, an unemployment rate of 7.6 
percent. Between June 1990, and June 1991, 
the number of nonagricultural jobs fell by 
30,000. 

Maine is one of only nine States in which 
extended benefits were triggered and one of 
only three still using them. These additional 13 
weeks of benefits have gone to over 19,000 
individuals since February. Even this exten
sion, however, has not proven to be enough. 

I have heard, as have many of my col
leagues, from my constituents that they want 
to work, they are looking for work but they 
cannot find a job. I have heard this from peo
ple laid off from their first job out of school and 
from those in midlevel management, from 
electricians, store clerks, and myriad occupa
tions. 

Some of them have chosen to leave Maine 
and try their luck elsewhere, leaving behind 
family and friends. But the rest are looking for 
work, and they are ready to work, but they 
must wait for jobs to open up. 

The legislation before us, by allowing Maine 
to provide up to 20 additional weeks of bene
fits to those who have exhausted their regular 
benefits, will help families stay together, keep 
roofs over their heads, and pay the bills. 

These people need our help, and I am 
pleased that we are taking action to provide it. 
I urge my colleagues to support passage of 
this bill. 

My constituents are hard working people 
and all they are looking for is a chance to 
prove it. By adopting this legislation we will be 
providing them with additional financial assist
ance to make it through this rough period. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the bill to extend benefits 
to the unemployed workers across this coun
try. 

The employment picture in Michigan is grim, 
although it has improved somewhat in the last 
2 months. The statewide unemployemnt rate 
is 8.3 percent, meaning that 371 ,000 people 
are looking for work but cannot find it. Even in 
counties such as Washtenaw, where the un-

employment rate is less severe, there are 
thousands of people who have been laid off in 
the last 6 months, in plant closings and other 
mass layoffs, who cannot find a job, and who 
are about to exhaust their unemployment in
surance benefits. In Wayne County, where 1 
person in every 1 0 is unemployed, the crisis is 
even more apparent. They need help, and this 
bill will give them the help they need. 

Some people object to declaring a national 
economic emergency. Those people have 
jobs, full bellies, and paid vacations. For the 9 
million jobless Americans whose only income 
is unemployment compensation, we have 
been in a national emergency for a year, and 
the emergency is showing no sign of dis
appearing. The national unemployment rate is 
at the highest level in 5 years. 

My own State is suffering mightily. The re
cession in Michigan is not a matter of tem
porary, seasonal layoffs. We are witnessing 
the destruction of major elements of our basic 
industries and the permanent loss of tens of 
thousands of good-paying jobs. 

The number of WARN notices in Michigan
notices to the State of permanent mass layoffs 
and plant closings involving 50 or more work
ers-was greater in the first 6 months of 1991 
than in the entire year of 1990. By mid-June, 
106 companies had sent in WARN notices, 71 
of them involving plant closings. 

The bill before us will provide $5.2 billion in 
extended unemployment benefits and will pro
vide between 4 and 20 weeks of extended un
employment benefits, depending on the job
less rate of each State. It will also provide 
$600 million in additional benefits for veterans 
of Operation Desert Storm and other former 
armed service members. If signed by the 
President, the bill takes effect on September 
1. 

I must admit, I am more than a little dis
appointed with the final version of the bill. I 
would rather we had an opportunity to con
sider a bill comparable to H.R. 2839, which I 
have cosponsored. 

Unlike the proposal we are considering 
today, H.R. 2839 would make permanent 
changes in the unemployment benefits pro
gram. H.R. 2839 would repeal the Federal
State Extended Benefits Program and replace 
it with a permanent Federal Supplemental 
Compensation Program providing three tiers of 
up to 20 additional weeks of benefits, funded 
1 00 percent out of Federal unemployment 
taxes. It would increase the Federal unem
ployment taxable wage base, beginning in 
1993, from its current $7,000 to the Social Se
curity taxable wage base estimated to be 
$58,300 in that year. Had we followed such a 
funding scheme, we would not have to rely on 
the President to declare an emergency in 
order to provide these important benefits to 
unemployed workers. 

Unlike the bill before us today, H.R. 2839 
would have made the benefits retroactive to 
April 1991. Thousands of people who were 
denied extended benefits when the program 
triggered off in Michigan will be left without 
any help from this bill. Instead, many workers 
will go months without benefits before the bill 
goes into effect. 

Fortunately, both bills increase ex-
servicemembers' unemployment benefrts from 
13 weeks to 26 weeks and reduce the time 

they must wait to receive those benefits after 
leaving the military from 4 to 1 week. It also 
reduces the number of continuous days a re
servist must serve on active duty from 180 to 
90 in order to be eligible for unemployment in
surance. 

But, the reality of the situation has resulted 
in this more limited proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, my constituents need this bill. 
In July, my home State of Michigan had 
371 ,000 people out of work. More than 90,000 
jobless workers in Michigan have seen their 
benefits run out in the first 6 months of 1991. 
We have to do something and we have to do 
it now. 

The President has said that he will veto this 
bill because it violates last year's budget 
agreement. The President says we have to ei
ther make cuts in other programs or raise new 
taxes to pay for the extended unemployment 
benefits. I find this incredible when just 
months ago, the President asked for and re
ceived emergency spending to help the people 
of other nations. The President has been more 
than willing to provide emergency, off-budget 
aid to the Kurds, to Bangladesh, Israel, Tur
key, and other countries. 

It is time to meet the needs of Americans. 
I urge my colleagues to support this important 
proposal. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the compromise measure, 
H.R. 3201, to help the thousands of men and 
women in the unemployment lines around this 
Nation. 

I know in my State of New York alone there 
are thousands of people who were once em
ployed, working for a living and paying taxes, 
but who have lost their jobs because of a re
cession that for them has not relented. 

Despite what economists in pin-stripe suits 
are telling the White House, and thence the 
President telling us, times are not getting bet
ter. Large populations without jobs are in des
perate need of assistance through unemploy
ment compensations and their payment exten
sions. 

So that those people who want to carry their 
own weight can do so, we need to create an 
economic atmosphere wherein the creation of 
new jobs is seen as vital. We need to help 
these people get back in the workforce. My 
district, the poorest in the Nation, definitely 
needs added assistance. Through demonstra
tion job search assistance programs and ex
tended benefits when times are hardest, we 
can help them. Times are hardest now. 

People do want to work, but until there are 
jobs for them, they will need help. H.R. 3201 
is bold and addresses this crisis. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, Americans 
are generous people. Where famine, war or 
natural disaster have struck, Americans have 
often been the first ones there to provide as
sistance to ease human suffering. Today, we 
must take a step to ease suffering at home. 
Today we must restore a little bit of hope to 
the lives of millions of unemployed men and 
women. 

Mr. Chairman, for a year a recession has 
gripped our Nation. Some say the recession is 
over. Well even if the economy is on the 
mend, it is clear that the recession has not yet 
loosened its grip on the Northeast. The unem
ployment rate jumped by one-half of 1 percent 
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just last month in my State so we have not 
bottomed out. This bill addresses the needs of 
those people who will suffer from being out of 
work-the people who are often the first fired 
and last hired. This bill will help families to 
survive and communities to remain stable dur
ing the difficult days which will linger on for 
them. It will help meet the mortgage payments 
while they try to hold on. It will put gas in the 
tank so they can go look for work and food to 
sustain them and their families. 

I in no way imply that this bill is sufficient, 
only that it is all we can do right now. So let's 
do it-we owe working people that. Let's pass 
this bill and send it to the President. Let's 
hope he implements it. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, I believe the 
House should act now to provide a safety net 
for out-of-work Americans who have ex
hausted their unemployment benefits. These 
men and women are facing a true emergency 
and hard choices on how to feed their children 
and pay their rent or mortgages. 

On three separate occasions, the Congress 
and the administration have recognized emer
gencies overseas that justified new spending. 
If we can respond to the plight of the Kurds 
and disasters in Bangladesh, how can we pos
sibly ignore the suffering of our own citizens 
who have exhausted their unemployment ben
efits? How can the Congress or the adminis
tration claim that the needs of the unemployed 
represent less of an emergency than the 
needs of those in distant lands? 

We must remember that millions of Ameri
cans are still without jobs before we celebrate 
the end of the current recession proclaimed by 
the Administration. We all want to see an eco
nomic recovery but the fact remains that job
lessness continues to be a major problem. 

Even yesterday's news of a slight drop in 
the unemployment rate-from 7 percent in 
June to 6.8 percent in July-indicated that 
many companies will not be calling many 
workers back soon. In fact, a separate Labor 
Department survey of business establishments 
showed that companies continued to cut jobs 
last month, as payrolls fell by 51,000. 

Furthermore, in many areas, the unemploy
ment rate increased in July. In the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania, the rate rose from 6.8 
percent to 7 percent. Nearly half a million 
Pennsylvanians are out of work, with many at 
risk of falling through the safety net which un
employment compensation is supposed to 
offer. 

The reality for many unemployed Americans 
is that finding a new job will be increasingly 
difficult. This represents a dark horizon even 
for those still receiving unemployment bene
fits. Men and women who have exhausted all 
benefits are living in the heart of this dark
ness. 

I believe the compromise bill represents a 
minimum response to the economic reality 
faced by the unemployed in America. The 
original House bill was a stronger measure 
since it attempted to correct long-standing sys
temic problems in the Federal unemployment 
compensation system. 

Still, if we cannot do all that we should, let 
us not be found guilty of doing nothing at all 
for the millions of unemployed men and 
women in America. I urge my colleagues to 
pass this bill and I sincerely hope President 

Bush will remember the families of the unerrr 
ployed when he is asked to sign this measure 
into law. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3201, The Unemployment In
surance Reform Act of 1991. At this moment, 
18 of the 24 counties in my congressional dis
trict-75 percent of my counties-have unerrr 
ployment rates which exceed the national av
erage. In my home State of Arkansas 23,600 
persons will exhaust their unemployment ben
efits in 1991. Of that number, more than 7,000 
will be unable to find work. 

Mr. Chairman, we are in the midst of a pro
longed recession. The recovery promises to 
be slow and difficult. In the lower Mississippi 
River Delta, which encompasses much of my 
congressional district, unemployment rates are 
commonly in double digits and often exceed 
20 percent. People want to work and are look
ing for work-but for many, there is simply no 
work to be found. An intractable poverty grips 
much of the region. The persistent downward 
spiral of the economy has now caused unerrr 
ployment to reach beyond the chronically poor 
and overtake many in the working middle 
class. 

We cannot forsake those who have fallen 
victim to failed national economic policies. 
Many of these people. have no one to turn to 
but their Government-and if we fail to act 
they will await the tender mercies of the con
stant companions of the poor-hunger, sick
ness and misery. 

While we struggle in the search for an eco
nomic and political solution to the problem of 
unemployment, we have a moral obligation to 
hear peoples' cries for help. If we fail to act, 
we will find the answer to our neglect in the 
suffering which will surely follow our indiffer
ence. 

I urge passage of the bill. 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise today to voice my support for H.R. 3201, 
the unemployment compensation amend
ments. Over the past 5 years, we have con
sistently witnessed an increasing unemploy
ment rate. Recently the Labor Department an
nounced that new claims for State unemploy
ment insurance benefits rose by 30,000 to a 
total of 425,000 during the second week of 
July. This is 75,000 more than the average 
number of new claims being filed each week 
a year ago. 

In my State of California the most recent fig
ures report an 8.2 percent unemployment rate. 
If the President signs into law H.R. 3201 over 
500,000 people in California will receive much 
needed assistance. In my district the average 
unemployment rate is in the double digits. The 
largest city in my district, Fresno, has an un
employment rate of 11.7 percent. The cor& 
bination of the December 1990 freeze, the 
California drought and the recession has left 
many people out of work and depleted of reg
ular 26 weeks of unemployment benefits. 

In all but one prior recession since the 
1950's, Congress has enacted legislation to 
make available extra weeks of benefits in ad
dition to the regular 26 weeks of unemploy
ment insurance. However, in the early 1980's 
changes to the unemployment insurance pro
gram have made it much less responsive to 
the needs of the unemployed. Obviously, it is 
much more difficult to find a job in a recession 
and the law must reflect this difficulty. 

I support H.R. 3201 as a fair-although tem
porary-approach to providing much needed 
unemployment benefits. It is ridiculous at best 
to ignore the economic realities all around us 
and deny the unemployed an additional 7 to 
20 weeks of compensation. This is a tem
porary bill which will last only 1 year but it will 
provide immeasurable relief to the millions of 
workers who have become unemployed. I 
urge my colleagues to support this measure 
and I call on President Bush to listen to the 
millions of unemployed in this Nation and sign 
this bill into law. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 3201 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Emergency 
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Any State which desires 
to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this Act with the Secretary 
of Labor (hereafter in this Act referred to as 
the "Secretary"). Any State which is a party 
to an agreement under this Act may, upon 
providing 30 days written notice to the Sec
retary, terminate such agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.-Any agree
ment under subsection (a) shall provide that 
the State agency of the State will make pay
ments of emergency unemployment com
pensation-

(1) to individuals who-
(A) have exhausted all rights to regular 

compensation under the State law; 
(B) have no rights to compensation (includ

ing both regular compensation and extended 
compensation) with respect to a week under 
such law or any other State unemployment 
compensation law or to compensation under 
any other Federal law (and are not paid or 
entitled to be paid any additional compensa
tion under any State or Federal law); and 

(C) are not receiving compensation with 
respect to such week under the unemploy
ment compensation law of Canada; and 

(2) for any week of unemployment which 
begins in the individual's period of eligibility 
(as defined in section 7(2)). 

(C) EXHAUSTION OF BENEFITS.-For purposes 
of subsection (b)(1)(A), an individual shall be 
deemed to have exhausted such individual's 
rights to regular compensation under a State 
lawwhen-

(1) no payments of regular compensation 
can be made under such law because such in
dividual has received all regular compensa
tion available to such individual based on 
employment or wages during such individ
ual's base period; or 

(2) such individual's rights to such com
pensation have been terminated by reason of 
the expiration of the benefit year with re
spect to which such rights existed. 

(d) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT.-For pur
poses of any agreement under this Act-

(1) the amount of emergency unemploy
ment compensation which shall be payable 
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(A) beginning before the later of-to any individual for any week of total un

employment shall be equal to the amount of 
the regular compensation (including depend
ent's allowances) payable to such individual 
during such individual's benefit year under 
the State law for a week of total unemploy
ment; 

(2) the terms and conditions of the State 
law which apply to claims for extended com
pensation and to the payment thereof shall 
apply to claims for emergency unemploy
ment compensation and the payment there
of, except where inconsistent with the provi
sions of this Act, or with the regulations or 
operating instructions of the Secretary pro
mulgated to carry out this Act; and 

(3) the maximum amount of emergency un
employment compensation payable to any 
individual for whom an account is estab
lished under section 3 shall not exceed the 
amount established in such account for such 
individual. 

(e) ELECTION.-Notwithstanding any other 
provision of Federal law (and if State law 
permits), the Governor of a State in a 7-per
cent period or an 8-percent period, as defined 
in section 3(c), is authorized to and may 
elect to trigger off an extended compensa
tion period in order to provide payment of 
emergency unemployment compensation to 
individuals who have exhausted their rights 
to regular compensation under State law. 
SEC. 8. EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM· 

PENSATION ACCOUNT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Any agreement under 

this Act shall provide that the State will es
tablish, for each eligible individual who files 
an application for emergency unemployment 
compensation, an emergency unemployment 
compensation account with respect to such 
individual's benefit year. 

(b) AMOUNT IN ACCOUNT.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The amount established in 

an a,ccount under subsection (a) shall be 
equal to the lesser of-

(A) 100 percent of the total amount of regu
lar compensation (including dependents' al
lowances) payable to the individual with re
spect to the benefit year (as determined 
under the State law) on the basis of which 
the individual most recently received regu
lar compensation, or 

(B) the applicable limit times the individ
ual's average weekly benefit amount for the 
benefit year. 

(2) APPLICABLE LIMIT.-For purposes of this 
section-

(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in this 
paragraph, the applicable limit shall be de
termined under the following table: 

In the case of weeks The applicable 
beginning 
during a: limit is: 
8-percent period ..... 20 
7-percent period ..... 13 
6-percent period ..... 7 

Other period . . . . . . . . . . .. . 4. 
(B) APPLICABLE LIMIT NOT REDUCED.-An in

dividual's applicable limit for any week shall 
in no event be less than the highest applica
ble limit in effect for any prior week for 
which emergency unemployment compensa
tion was payable to the individual from the 
account involved. 

(C) INCREASE IN APPLICABLE LIMIT.-If the 
applicable limit in effect for any week is 
higher than the applicable limit for any 
prior week, the applicable limit shall be the 
higher applicable limit, reduced (but not 
below zero) by the number of prior weeks for 
which emergency unemployment compensa
tion was paid to the individual from the ac
count involved. 

(3) REDUCTION FOR EXTENDED BENEFITS.
The amount in an account under paragraph 
(1) shall be reduced (but not below zero) by 
the aggregate amount of extended compensa
tion (if any) received by such individual re
lating to the same benefit year under the 
Federal-State Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 1970. 

(4) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT.-For purposes 
of this subsection, an individual's weekly 
benefit amount for any week is the amount 
of regular compensation (including depend
ents' allowances) under the State law pay
able to such individual for such week for 
total unemployment. 

(C) DETERMINATION OF PERIODS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this sec

tion, the terms "8-percent period", "7-per
cent period", "6-percent period", and "other 
period" mean, with respect to any State, the 
period which-

(A) begins with the second Sunday of the 
month after the first month during which 
the applicable trigger for such period is on, 
and 

(B) ends with the Saturday immediately 
preceding the second Sunday of the month 
after the first month during which the appli
cable trigger for such period is off. 

(2) APPLICABLE TRIGGER.-ln the case of an 
8-percent period, 7-percent period, 6-percent 
period, or other period, as the case may be, 
the applicable trigger is on for any week 
with respect to any such period if the aver
age rate of total unemployment in the State 
for the period consisting of the most recent 
6-calendar month period for which data are 
available-

(A) equals or exceeds 6 percent, and 
(B) falls within the applicable range (as de

fined in paragraph (3)). 
Subparagraph (A) shall only apply in the 
case of an 8-percent period, 7-percent period, 
or 6-percent period. 

(3) APPLICABLE RANGE.-For purposes of 
this subsection, the applicable range is as 
follows: 

In the case of a: The applicable range is: 
8-percent period ........ A rate equal to or ex-

ceeding 8 percent. 
7-percent period ........ A rate equal to or ex-

ceeding 7 percent but 
less than 8 percent. 

6-percent period . .. . .... A rate equal to or ex
ceeding 6 percent but 
less than 7 percent. 

Other period .. . .. . ... .. . . A rate less than 6 per
cent. 

(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR DETERMINING PERI
ODS.-

(A) MINIMUM PERIOD.-Except as provided 
in subparagraph (B), if for any week begin
ning after August 31, 1991, an 8-percent pe
riod, 7-percent period, 6-percent period, or 
other period, as the case may be, is triggered 
on with respect to such State, such period 
shall last for not less than 13 weeks. 

(B) ExCEPTION IF APPLICABLE RANGE IN
CREASES.-If, but for subparagraph (A), an
other period with a higher applicable range 
would be in effect for such State, such other 
period shall take effect without regard to 
subparagraph (A). 

(5) NOTIFICATION BY SECRETARY.-When a 
determination has been made that an 8-per
cent period, 7-percent period, 6-percent pe
riod, or other period is beginning or ending 
with respect to a State, the Secretary shall 
cause notice of such determination to be 
published in the Federal Register. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraphs (2) and (3), no emergency unem
ployment compensation shall be payable to 
any individual under this Act for any week-

(i) September 1, 1991, or 
(ii) the first week following the week in 

which an agreement under this Act is en
tered into, or 

(B) beginning after July 4, 1992. 
(2) TRANSITION.-ln the case of an individ

ual who is receiving emergency unemploy
ment compensation for a week which in
cludes July 4, 1992, such compensation shall 
continue to be payable to such individual in 
accordance with subsection (b) for any week 
beginning in a period of consecutive weeks 
for each of which the individual meets the 
eligibility requirements of this Act. 

(3) REACHBACK PROVISIONS.-(A) IN GEN
ERAL.-If-

(i) any individual exhausted such individ
ual's rights to regular compensation (or ex
tended compensation) under the State law 
after March 31, 1991, and before the first 
week following August 31, 1991 (or, if later, 
the week following the week in which the 
agreement under this Act is entered into), 
and 

(ii) a period described in subsection 
(c)(2)(A) is in effect with respect to the State 
for the first week following August 31, 1991, 
such individual shall be entitled to emer
gency unemployment compensation under 
this Act in the same manner as if such indi
vidual's benefit year ended no earlier than 
the last day of such following week. 

(B) LIMITATION OF BENEFITS.-ln the case of 
an individual who has exhausted such indi
vidual's rights to both regular and extended 
compensation, any emergency unemploy
ment compensation payable under subpara
graph (A) shall be reduced in accordance 
with subsection (b)(3). 
SEC. 4. PAYMENTS TO STATES RAVING AGREE

MENTS FOR THE PAYMENT OF 
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM
PENSATION. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-There shall be paid to 
each State which has entered into an agree
ment under this Act an amount equal to 100 
percent of the emergency unemployment 
compensation paid to individuals by the 
State pursuant to such agreement. 

(b) TREATMENT OF REIMBURSABLE COM
PENSATION.-No payment shall be made to 
any State under this section in respect of 
compensation to the extent the State is enti
tled to reimbursement in respect of such 
compensation under the provisions of any 
Federal law other than this Act or chapter 85 
of title 5, United States Code. A State shall 
not be entitled to any reimbursement under 
such chapter 85 in respect of any compensa
tion to the extent the State is entitled to re
imbursement under this Act in respect of 
such compensation. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.-Sums pay
able to any State by reason of such State 
having an agreement under this Act shall be 
payable, either in advance or by way of reim
bursement (as may be determined by the 
Secretary), in such amounts as the Secretary 
estimates the State will be entitled to re
ceive under this Act for each calendar 
month, reduced or increased, as the case may 
be, by any amount by which the Secretary 
finds that his estimates for any prior cal
endar month were greater or less than the 
amounts which should have been paid to the 
State. Such estimates may be made on the 
basis of such statistical, sampling, or other 
method as may be agreed upon by the Sec
retary and the State agency of the State in
volved. 
SEC. 5. FINANCING PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Funds in the extended un
employment compensation account (as es-
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tablished by section 905 of the Social Secu
rity Act) of the Unemployment Trust Fund 
shall be used for the making of payments to 
States having agreements entered into under 
this Act. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.-The Secretary shall 
from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to each State the 
sums payable to such State under this Act. 
The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit 
or settlement by the General Accounting Of
fice, shall make payments to the State in ac
cordance with such certification, by trans
fers from the extended unemployment com
pensation account (as established by section 
905 of the Social Security Act) to the ac
count of such State in the Unemployment 
Trust Fund. 

(C) ASSISTANCE TO STATES.-There are here
by authorized to be appropriated without fis
cal year limitation, such funds as may be 
necessary for purposes of assisting States (as 
provided in title ill of the Social Security 
Act) in meeting the costs of administration 
of agreements under this Act. 
SEC. 6. FRAUD AND OVERPAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-If an individual know
ingly has made, or caused to be made by an
other, a false statement or representation of 
a material fact, or knowingly has failed, or 
caused another to fail, to disclose a material 
fact, and as a result of such false statement 
or representation or of such nondisclosure 
such individual has received an amount of 
emergency unemployment compensation 
under this Act to which he was not entitled, 
such individual-

(!) shall be ineligible for further emer
gency unemployment compensation under 
this Act in accordance with the provisions of 
the applicable State unemployment com
pensation law relating to fraud in connection 
with a claim for unemployment compensa
tion; and 

(2) shall be subject to prosecution under 
section 1001 of title 18, United States Code. 

(b) REPAYMENT.-In the case of individuals 
who have received amounts of emergency un
employment compensation under this Act to 
which they were not entitled, the State shall 
require such individuals to repay the 
amounts of such emergency unemployment 
compensation to the State agency, except 
that the State agency may waive such repay
ment if it determines that-

(1) the payment of such emergency unem
ployment compensation was without fault on 
the part of any such individual, and 

(2) such repayment would be contrary to 
equity and good conscience. 

(C) RECOVERY BY STATE AGENCY.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The State agency may re

cover the amount to be repaid, or any part 
thereof, by deductions from any emergency 
unemployment compensation payable to 
such individual under this Act or from any 
unemployment compensation payable to 
such individual under any Federal unemploy
ment compensation law administered by the 
State agency or under any other Federal law 
administered by the State agency which pro
vides for the payment of any assistance or 
allowance with respect to any week of unem
ployment, during the 3-year period after the 
date such individuals received the payment 
of the emergency unemployment compensa
tion to which they were not entitled, except 
that no single deduction may exceed 50 per
cent of the weekly benefit amount from 
which such deduction is made. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING.-No repay
ment shall be required, and no deduction 
shall be made, until a determination has 
been made, notice thereof and an oppor-

tunity for a fair hearing has been given to 
the individual, and the determination has be
come final. 

(d) REVIEW.-Any determination by a State 
agency under this section shall be subject to 
review in the same manner and to the same 
extent as determinations under the State un
employment compensation law, and only in 
that manner and to that extent. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) IN GENERAL.-The terms "compensa

tion", "regular compensation", "extended 
compensation", "additional compensation", 
"benefit year", "base period", "State", 
"State agency", "State law", and "week" 
have the meanings given such terms under 
section 205 of the Federal-State Extended 
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1970. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY PERIOD.-An individual's 
eligibility period shall consist of the weeks 
in the individual's benefit year which begin 
in an 8-percent period, 7-percent period, 6-
percent period, or other period under this 
Act and, if the individual's benefit year ends 
on or after August 31, 1991, any weeks there
after which begin in any such period. In no 
event shall an individual's period of eligi
bility include any weeks after the 39th week 
after the end of the benefit year for which 
the individual exhausted his rights to regu
lar compensation or extended compensation. 

(3) RATE OF TOTAL UNEMPLOYMENT.-The 
term "rate of total unemployment" means 
the average unadjusted total rate of unem
ployment (as determined by the Secretary) 
for a State for the period consisting of the 
most recent 6-calendar month period for 
which data are available. 
SEC. 8. PAYMENTS OF UNEMPLOYMENT COM· 

PENSATION TO FORMER MEMBERS 
OF 111E ARMED FORCES. 

(a) REPEAL OF CERTAIN LIMITATIONS.-Sub
section (c) of section 8521 of title 5, United 
States Code, is hereby repealed. 

(b) REDUCTION IN LENGTH OF REQUIRED AC
TIVE DUTY BY RESERVES.-Paragraph (1) of 
section 8521(a) of such title 5 is amended by 
striking "180 days" and inserting "90 days". 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to weeks of 
unemployment beginning on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 9. ADVISORY COUNCIL ON UNEMPLOYMENT 

COMPENSATION. 
Section 908 of the Social Security Act is 

amended to read as follows: 
"ADVISORY COUNCIL ON UNEMPLOYMENT 

COMPENSATION 
"SEC. 908. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Not later 

than February 1, 1992, and every 4th year 
thereafter (but not before February 1 of such 
4th year), the Secretary of Labor shall estab
lish an advisory council to be known as the 
Advisory Council on Unemployment Com
pensation (referred to in this section as the 
'Council'). 

"(b) FUNCTION.-It shall be the function of 
each Council to evaluate the unemployment 
compensation program, including the pur
pose, goals, countercyclical effectiveness, 
coverage, benefit adequacy, trust fund sol
vency, funding of State administrative costs, 
administrative efficiency, and any other as
pects of the program and to make rec
ommendations for improvement. 

"(c) MEMBERS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Each Council shall con

sist of 11 members as follows: 
"(A) 5 members appointed by the Presi

dent, to include representatives of business, 
labor, State government, and the public. 

"(B) 3 members appointed by the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, in consultation 

with the Chairman and ranking member of 
the Committee on Finance. 

"(C) 3 members appointed by the Speaker 
of the House, in consultation with the Chair
man and ranking member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

"(2) QUALIFICATIONS.-ln appointing mem
bers under subparagraphs (B) and (C), the 
President pro tempore of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House shall each appoint-

"(A) 1 representative of the interests of 
business, 

"(B) 1 representative of the interests of 
labor, and 

"(C) 1 representative of the interests of 
State governments. 

"(3) V ACANCIES.-A vacancy in any Council 
shall be filled in the manner in which the 
original appointment was made. 

"(4) CHAIRMAN.-The President shall ap
point the Chairman. 

"(d) STAFF AND OTHER ASSISTANCE.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Each council may en

gage any technical assistance (including ac
tuarial services) required by the Council to 
carry out its functions under this section. 

"(2) ASSISTANCE FROM SECRETARY OF 
LABOR.-The Secretary of Labor shall pro
vide each Council with any staff, office fa
cilities, and other assistance, and any data 
prepared by the Department of Labor, re
quired by the Council to carry out its func
tions under this section. 

"(e) COMPENSATION.-Each member of any 
Council-

"(!) shall be entitled to receive compensa
tion at the rate of pay for level V of the Ex
ecutive Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, 
United States Code, for each day (including 
travel time) during which such member is 
engaged in the actual performance of duties 
vested in the Council, and 

"(2) while engaged in the performance of 
such duties away from such member's home 
or regular place of business, shall be allowed 
travel expenses (including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence) as authorized by section 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code, for persons in the 
Government employed intermittently. 

"(f) REPORT.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Not later than February 

1 of the second year following the year in 
which any Council is required to be estab
lished under subsection (a), the Council shall 
submit to the President and the Congress a 
report setting forth the findings and rec
ommendations of the Council as a result of 
its evaluation of the unemployment com
pensation program under this section. 

"(2) REPORT OF FIRST COUNCIL.-The Coun
cil shall include in its February 1, 1994, re
port findings and recommendations with re
spect to determining eligibility for extended 
unemployment benefits on the basis of un
employment statistics for regions, States, or 
subdivisions of States.". 
SEC. 10. EMERGENCY DESIGNATION. 

(a) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.-Pursuant to 
sections 251(b)(2)(D)(i) and 252(e) of the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, the Congress hereby designates 
all direct spending amounts provided by this 
Act (for all fiscal years) and all appropria
tions authorized by this Act (for all fiscal 
years) as emergency requirements within the 
meaning of part C of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

(b) EFFECTIVENESS.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law or any other provision 
of this Act, none of the preceding sections of 
this Act shall take effect unless, not later 
than the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President submits to the Congress a 
written designation of all direct spending 
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amounts provided by this Act (for all fiscal 
years) and all appropriations authorized by 
this Act (for all fiscal years) as emergency 
requirements within the meaning of part C 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the bill is in order. 

Under the rule, the Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. AuCoiN) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. BONIOR, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
3201) to provide emergency unemploy
ment compensation, and for other pur
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 
210, he reported the bill back to the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GEP
HARDT was allowed to speak out of 
order for 5 minutes.) 

JOBLESS RAP 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, in a 
recession, this country makes a prom
ise not simply to the jobless but to all 
of us. 

By providing unemployment benefits 
to workers, we replace their wages and 
enable them to eat and take care of 
their children, and we fight recession 
by maintaining, even for a limited 
time, their purchasing power. 

That is a promise we kept during the 
last Republican recession, and that is a 
promise we mean to keep during this 
Republican recession. 

We have been in recession for over a 
year; there are nearly 9 million Ameri
cans without jobs; millions of them 
have exhausted their benefits, and only 
three States are sustaining their long
term unemployed. 

Today, we acknowledge and affirm 
that this legislation should have been 
on the President's desk weeks and 
months ago. But getting here required 
scaling a wall of resistance from an ad
ministration that was late recognizing 
the recession, and far behind in fulfill
ing its responsibilities to the unem-
ployed. · 

It was Secretary Brady calling the 
recession no big deal. It was Secretary 
Martin calling our bill a deterrent to 
economic growth. 

It was Budget Director Darman who 
said jobless benefits encourage people 
to become unemployed. It was the jun
ior Senator from Texas who tried to 
spook us into giving up by threatening 
to delay the recess until next Thurs
day. 

It was the President telling his Re
publican allies--vote for the bill, be
cause I can rig it so the checks never 
get mailed. What cynicism. What 
heartlessness. What irresponsibility. 

This morning, we heard stirring 
speeches from our Republican col-

leagues about how effective the Presi
dent is overseas. This President is far
sighted, no question about it. Not in 
the philosophical sense, but farsighted 
the way optometrists mean it. 

The President can see suffering over
seas but not when it is happening right 
before his eyes. 

Mr. Speaker, $55 billion in help for 
disasters from Bangladesh to 
Kurdistan-aid to Egypt, Poland, Is
rael, Turkey, and the U.S. Information 
Agency-that sounds like an emer
gency. But what about the jobless here 
at home? 

People like Margaret Jenkins---one of 
a number of jobless Americans I saw 
the other day. She's a 53-year-old 
woman. Worked for 35 years, and she 
spent the last 7 cleaning rooms in a 
hotel. 

Raised seven children by working 
two jobs at the same time. Last Sep
tember she was thrown out of work. 

Her benefits ran out 4 months ago. 
And she needs our help, and so does her 
family. 

What about Margaret Jenkins, and 
the people like her who live in New 
York, with unemployment at 7.1 per
cent? In Pennsylvania, with a jobless 
rate of 7 percent. In Texas at 6.7 per
cent and rising. 

In Michigan with 8.3 percent. In Ohio, 
6.9 percent and rising. In California at 
7.6 percent. In Florida at 7.8 percent 
and rising. 

In St. Louis, with 7.3 percent out of 
work. What do these people have to do 
to get the President's attention, move 
to the Balkans? For them, for the 8.5 
million Americans out of work last 
month, the hope of finding jobs is dim. 

Every economist concedes that un
employment lags beyond the recovery 
period after a recession. 

The Labor Department's own find
ings show us that the unemployment 
rate only looks slightly better because 
some people are so fed up with chronic, 
long-term unemployment, that they 
have stopped looking any more-400,000 
of them in today's report have simply 
given up. 

And the Labor Department doesn't 
count these people any more; they are 
merely statistics to be discarded. 

So now is the time to act, and to 
take actions that will make a real dif
ference in the lives of the American 
people. 

Not the deceit of a capital gains tax 
reduction; that will only widen the gap 
between the richest in this society and 
the rapidly shrinking and deeply de
spairing middle-class. 

Not the absurdity of cutting more 
people from the Guaranteed Student 
Loan Program so that fewer middle 
class kids go to college. 

Because the fact is, we need to cut 
middle class taxes and expand the num
ber of their children who go on to high
er education. 

And Democrats expect to bring legis
lation that does those things to the 
floor next fall and next year. 

But we can take concrete action 
today by throwing his modest lifeline 
to the people who expect this Govern
ment to keep the promise; the people 
who paid their unemployment taxes 
and who now rightly expect to receive 
their unemployment benefits. 

And then, quite frankly, the spot
light will be on the President. A Presi
dent who bowed his head in prayer on 
the West Front of this Capitol, and 
said, "Heavenly Father, write on our 
hearts these words: 'Use Power to help 
people'." 

And we will look to that President 
and say to him: sign the bill, declare 
the emergency, use your enormous 
power to help the people who elected 
you. 

Not just the Turkish people. Not just 
the Russian people. Not just the Kurd
ish people. Use your power to help the 
American people. 

Declare the emergency, Mr. Presi
dent. Keep your promise and fulfill 
your prayer. Use your power to help 
the American people. 

0 1330 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
AuCoiN). The gentleman will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the ma
jority leader has just spoken out of 
order for 5 minutes by unanimous con
sent. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. By 
unanimous consent, that is correct. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, is it 
going to set a precedent that we are 
going to extend debate in this manner 
in some other time? I thought debate 
had been concluded on the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair does not expect that any prece
dent has been set. A unanimous-con
sent request was made. No objection 
was heard. The Chair so ruled that the 
majority leader's unanimous consent 
to speak out of order for 5 minutes was 
granted. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. Is it not nor
mal, however, in such situations to 
limit such speeches to 1 minute, rather 
than 5 minutes? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
unanimous consent, the Chair will 
state to the gentleman, was for the ma
jority leader to be recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. WALKER. So in the future the 
Chair will entertain further unani
mous-consent requests for 5-minute 
speeches in the middle of the day? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will further state that there are 
no normal requests for unanimous con
sent when the previous question has 
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been ordered. There is no normal time 
period for recognition, although the 
Speaker has in the past recognized the 
majority or minority leaders to request 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
order. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 375, nays 45, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Ballenger 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
B111rakis 
BUley 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
ColUns (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 

[Roll No. 253] 
YEAs-375 

DeLaura 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 

Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 

McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McM1llan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
M1ller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Barrett 
Barton 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Burton 
Campbell (CA) 
Combest 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 

Barnard 
Edwards (TX) 
Gray 
Hefner 
Holloway 

Pickle 
Poshard 
Price 
Pursell 
Qu111en 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (lA) 
Smith <NJ) 

NAY8-45 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Fa well 
Fields 
Goss 
Gradison 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hunter 
Ireland 
Johnson (TX) 
Lewis (CA) 
Livingston 
McCandless 

Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
StalUngs 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrice111 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zlrnrner 

Moorhead 
Nussle 
Packard 
Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Ramstad 
Rohrabacher 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Stump 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-13 
Hopkins 
Lehman (CA) 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCrery 
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Sundquist 
Traxler 
Yatron 

Mr. ZELIFF and Mr_ MOORHEAD 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Mrs. SCHROEDER and Mr. GON
ZALEZ changed their vote from "nay" 
to "yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the legislation just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
AuCOIN). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from illinois? 

There was no objection. 

DESIGNATION OF HON. DAVID E. 
BONIOR TO ACT AS SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTIONS THROUGH SEPTEMBER 
11, 1991 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, August 2, 1991. 

I hereby designate the Honorable DAVID E. 
BONIOR to act as Speaker pro tempore to sign 
enrolled bills and joint resolutions through 
September 11, 1991. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1991 

Mr_ JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill 
(H.R. 1006) to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1992 for the Federal Mar
itime Commission, and for other pur
poses, with a Senate amendment there
to, and concur in the Senate amend
ment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Senate amendment: Strike out all after 

the enacting clause and insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Federal 
Maritime Commission Authorization Act of 
1991"-
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Federal Maritime Commission $17,974,000 
for fiscal year 1992. 
SEC. 3. COASTWIDE TRADE AUTHORIZATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding section 
27 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920 (46 App. 
U.S.C. 883), or any other provision of law re
stricting the operation of foreign-flag vessels 
in the coastwide trade of the United States, 
as applicable on the date of enactment of 
this Act, the foreign-flag vessel NORDIC 
LOUISIANA may, during the period de
scribed in subsection (b), engage in the 
transportation by water of molten sulphur in 
the coastwise trade of the United States, if-

(1) a binding contract for the construction 
or rebuilding, in the United States, of a 
coastwise-qualified replacement vessel is ex
ecuted within 9 months after the date of en
actment of this Act; 

(2) all ship repair work on the NORDIC 
LOUISIANA necessary to its operation under 



21474 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE August 2, 1991 
this section is performed in the United 
States; and 

(3) all officers and crew members employed 
on board the NORDIC LOUISIANA during its 
operation under this section are United 
States citizens. 

(b) PERIOD OF AUTHORIZATION.-The period 
of transportation authorized under sub
section (a) begins on the date of enactment 
of this Act and ends on the earlier of-

(1) the date that is 4 years after such date 
of enactment; or 

(2) the date of delivery of a coastwise
qualified replacement vessel constructed in 
or rebuilt in the United States. 
SEC. 4. WAIVERS FOR CERTAIN VESSELS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION TO ISSUE CERTIFICATES 
OF DOCUMENTATION.-Notwithstanding sec
tion 12106, 12107, and 12108 of title 46, United 
States Code, and section 27 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1920 (46 App. U.S.C. 883), the Sec
retary of Transportation may issue a certifi
cate of documentation for the following ves
sels: 

(1) ARGOSY (United States official number 
528616). 

(2) CUTTY SARK (United States official 
number 282523). 

(3) JIGGS (United States official number 
208787). 

(4) LOIS T (United States official number 
668034). 

(5) MARCIA (State of Maryland registra
tion number 6417P). 

(6) PHOENIX (United States official num
ber 655712). 

(7) PURE PLEASURE (United States offi
cial number 968163). 

(8) STARLIGHT Vill (United States offi
cial number 910317). 

(9) WINDWARD ill (United States official 
number 552289). 

(10) LOGAN T (United States official num
ber 953795). 

(11) ERIC WC (hull identification number 
64103). 

(12) COMMANDO (United States official 
number 955188). 

(b) WAIVER FOR CERTAIN INFLATABLE VES
SELS.-Notwithstanding section 8 of the Act 
of June 19, 1886 (46 App. U.S.C. 289), and sec
tion 27 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920 (46 
App. U.S.C. 883), the following inflatable ves
sels may engage in the coastwise trade: 

(1) Serial number 3968B, model number 
J990. 

(2) Serial number 4581B, model number 
J990. 

(3) Serial number A501A, model number 
D989. 

(4) Serial number A502A, model number 
D989. 

(5) Serial number 629IC, model number 
G091. 

(6) Serial number 63000, model number 
G091. 

(7) Serial number 7302C, model number 
G091. 

(8) Serial number 7305C, model number 
G091. 

(C) DoCUMENTATION OF M!V NUSHAGAK.
Notwithstanding section 12106 of title 46, 
United States Code, and section 27 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, (46 App. U.S.C. 883), as 
applicable on the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Transportation may 
issue a certificate of documentation for the 
fish processing vessel NUSHAGAK, United 
States official number 618759. 
SEC. 5. CONTROu.ED CARRIERS. 

(a) CONTROLLED CARRIER RATES.-Section 
9(a) of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 App. 
U.S.C. 1708(a)) is amended by inserting "or 
service contracts" immediately after "tar
iffs" each place it appears. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE OF RATES.-Section 
9(c) of the Shipping Act of 1984 (46 App. 
U.S.C. 1708(c)) is amended by inserting "and 
except for service contracts" immediately 
after "Notwithstanding section 8(d) of this 
Act". 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina (during 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the Senate amend
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from North Carolina? 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I will not ob
ject, I make this reservation for the 
purpose of allowing the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JONES] to ex
plain what is in the bill. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LENT]. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill authorizes the 
appropriation of $17,974,000 for the Fed
eral Maritime Commission for fiscal 
year 1992. This amount, which was ap
proved by both the House and Senate, 
is identical to the administration's 
budget request. 

H.R. 1006 authorizes the Secretary of 
Transportation to issue certificates of 
documentation in the coastwise and 
fisheries trades of the United States for 
a number of privately owned vessels. 

It also waives coastwise trading re
strictions for the sulphur tanker, Nor
dic Louisiana. This will permit this 
British-built ship to temporarily oper
ate in the United States coastwise 
trade until a vessel to replace the Unit-. 
ed States-built vessel, the Louisiana 
Brimstone, is built. 

This waiver is conditioned upon the 
construction of, or rebuilding of, this 
replacement vessel in the United 
States within 4 years. All repair work 
on the Nordic Louisiana must be per
formed in the United States, and its of
ficers and crew must be United States 
citizens. 

Finally, the bill amends the Shipping 
Act of 1984 to require that service con
tracts entered into by State-controlled 
carriers be subject to the same stand
ards applicable to all other rates filed 
in the tariffs of such carriers. 

Section 16 of the 1984 Shipping Act 
authorizes the FMC to exempt speci
fied activities from requirements of the 
statute, if it makes certain findings. 
We all recognize that Congress did not 
intend for this provision to be used to 
make fundamental or substantial 
changes in the regulation of our ocean 
commerce. 

The Advisory Commission on Con
ferences in Ocean Shipping is currently 
undertaking a review of the Shipping 
Act of 1984. This Commission is com
posed of a broad range of private citi
zen members from every segment of 
the ocean shipping world, as well as 
Members of Congress and the executive 
branch. 

In April 1992, this advisory body, cre
ated by Congress, will report to the 
President and the Congress its "rec
ommendations for such administrative, 
judicial, and legislative action as it 
deems advisable." As a member of the 
Advisory Commission, I support its im
portant work and urge that neither 
Congress nor the regulatory agency 
preempt any aspect of its mandate. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Chair
man and members of the Federal Mari
time Commission for their timely and 
vigorous application of the Foreign 
Shipping Practices Act. On July 22, 
1991, The Commission began a formal 
investigation into allegations that 
China imposes severe burdens on Unit
ed States ocean carriers doing business 
in that country. This proceeding must 
be completed in 120 days. 

China wants to keep most-favored
nation status. President Bush wants 
China to have it. In return, the United 
States must insist that China not im
pose unfair burdens on United States 
companies doing business in China. The 
FMC is playing an important role in 
this area. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the 
bill, H.R. 1006, as amended by the Sen
ate, and urge its immediate passage. 

0 1400 
Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 

endorse the gentleman's request and I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
AuCOIN). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the initial request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks on the legislation just 
considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. 
McCathran, one of his secretaries. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 991, 
DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT EX
TENSION AND AMENDMENTS OF 
1991 
Mr. CARPER submitted the following 

conference report and statement on the 
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bill (H.R. 991) to extend the expiration 
date of the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes: 

. CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 102-186) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
991) to extend the expiration date of the De
fense Production Act of 1950, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free con
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses that 
the Senate recede from its amendment. 
From the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs for consideration of the 
House bill, and title I of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to con
ference: 

HENRY GoNZALEZ, 
JOHN J. LAFALCE, 
M.R. OAKAR, 
BRUCE F. VENTO, 
TOM CARPER, 
CHALMERS P. WYLIE, 
TOM RIDGE, 
BILL PAXON, 

From the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs for consideration of title 
IT of the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference 

HENRY GoNZALEZ, 
FRANK ANNUNZIO, 
STEVE NEAL, 
M.R. OAKAR, 
CHARLES SCHUMER, 
TOM CARPER, 
CHALMERS P. WYLIE, 
JIM LEACH, 
MARGE ROUKEMA, 

From the Committee on Energy and Com
merce for consideration of sec. 8 of the House 
bill, and sees. 203-206 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to con
ference: 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 
EDWARD J. MARKEY, 
CARDISS COLLINS, 
NORMAN F. LENT, 
MATTHEW J. RINALDO, 

From the Committee on the Judiciary for 
consideration of sec. 5 of the House bill, sec. 
104 of the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: 

JACK BROOKS, 
DON EDWARDS, 
HAMILTON FISH, JR., 

From the Committee on Ways and Means for 
consideration of sees. 202-204 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications committed to 
conference: 

DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, 
SAM GIBBONS, 
ED JENKINS, 
BILL ARCHER, 
PHIL CRANE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
DON RIEGLE, 
PAUL SARBANES, 
ALAN J. DIXON, 
JAKE GARN, 
ALFONSE D'AMATO, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 991) to 
extend the expiration date of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950, and for other pur
poses, submit the following joint statement 
to the House and the Senate in explanation 

of the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
managers and recommended in the accom
panying conference report: 

The Senate amendment struck out all of 
the House bill after the enacting clause and 
inserted a substitute text. 

The Senate recedes from its amendment. 
SECTION 2 OF THE HOUSE BILL 

This section extends the non-permanent 
provisions of Titles I, ill, and vn of the Act 
to September 30, 1991. 

SECTION 3 OF THE HOUSE BILL 
This section authorizes appropriations for 

programs under section 301, 302 and 303 of the 
Act. 

SECTION 4 OF THE HOUSE BILL 
This section repeals section 708A of the De

fense Production Act. The only remaining ef
fective provision in section 708A is sub
section (o), which prohibits the use of vol
untary agreements under section 708 to im
plement any international agreement relat
ing to petroleum products to which the Unit
ed States is a party. Repeal of section 708A 
would rectify this situation. 

SECTION 5 OF THE HOUSE BILL 
This section would make several technical 

amendments to section 708 of the Defense 
Production Act, which governs antitrust 
treatment of emergency actions initiated by 
the President. There would be an affirmative 
defense to federal antitrust enforcement for 
any participant in the formulation or imple
mentation of a voluntary agreement or a 
"plan of action" to implement such an 
agreement. The defense would apply only to 
conduct within the scope of an agreement or 
plan initiated by the President, and only if 
the conduct is actively supervised by the 
President or his designee. These require
ments embody the concept of "Federal Ac
tion" under which a private actor is insu
lated from antitrust exposure provided that 
a government entity expressly authorizes 
the conduct involved and actively supervises 
it. The party asserting the defense has the 
burden of proving that the requisite ele
ments are met. The defense is not available 
under this section if the party against whom 
the defense is asserted shows that any part 
of the conduct was undertaken for the pur
pose of violating the antitrust laws. 

There would also be an affirmative defense 
to a breach of contract suit in State or Fed
eral court, if the alleged breach was pre
dominantly caused by action undertaken 
during an emergency to carry out a vol
untary agreement or plan of action author
ized and approved in accordance with the 
provisions of the Defense Production Act. 
The party asserting the defense would still 
be obligated to mitigate damages "to the 
fullest extent possible." 

Other amendments made to section 708 of 
the Defense Production Act by this section 
exempt activities conducted under a prop
erly approved voluntary agreement or plan 
of action from the Federal Advisory Com
mittee Act, enhance various "sunshine" re
quirements in the voluntary agreement and 
plan of action process, and modify public ac
cess requirements regarding transcripts of 
advisory committee meetings in order to 
protect confidential or proprietary informa
tion. 

SECTION 6 OF THE HOUSE BILL 
This section makes it clear that the DPA's 

contract priority and allocation provisions 
in both section 101(a) and 10l(c) apply to 
"service" contracts. This section also elimi
nates some reporting requirements that 
must accompany the use of section 101(c) au
thority. 

SECTION 7 OF THE HOUSE BILL 
Section 7 of the bill provides for retro

active effect of the extension to October 20, 
1990 . 

SECTION 8 OF THE HOUSE BILL 
Section 8 removes section 721 from the sun

set provisions of the Act, thus making per
manent the so-called Exon-Florio authority. 
From the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs for consideration of the 
House bill, and title I of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to con
ference: 

HENRY GoNZALEZ, 
JOHN J. LAFALCE, 
M.R. OAKAR, 
BRUCE F. VENTO, 
TOM CARPER, 
CHALMERS P. WYLIE, 
TOM RIDGE, 
BILL PAXON, 

From the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs for consideration of title 
IT of the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: 

HENRY GoNZALEZ, 
FRANK ANNUNZIO, 
STEVE NEAL, 
M.R. OAKAR, 
CHARLES SCHUMER, 
TOM CARPER, 
CHALMERS P. WYLIE, 
JIM LEACH, 
MARGE ROUKEMA, 

From the Committee on Energy and Com
merce for consideration of sec. 8 of the House 
bill, and sees. 203-206 of the Senate amend
ment, and modifications committed to con
ference: 

JOHN D. DINGELL, 
EDWARD J. MARKEY, 
CARDISS COLLINS, 
NORMAN F. LENT, 
MATTHEW J. RINALDO, 

From the Committee on the Judiciary for 
consideration of sec. 5 of the House bill, sec. 
104 of the Senate amendment, and modifica
tions committed to conference: 

JACK BROOKS, 
DON EDWARDS, 
HAMILTON FISH, Jr., 

From the Committee on Ways and Means for 
consideration of sees. 202-204 of the Senate 
amendment, and modifications committed to 
conference: 

DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, 
SAM GIBBONS, 
ED JENKINS, 
BILL ARCHER, 
PHIL CRANE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
DON RIEGLE, 
PAUL SARBANES, 
ALAN J. DIXON, 
JAKE GARN, 
ALFONSE D'AMATO, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr .. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill (H.R. 
991) to extend the expiration date of 
the Defense Production Act of 1950, and 
for other purposes, and ask unanimous 
consent that the conference report be 
considered as read, and ask unanimous 
consent for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Delaware? 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, DP A stands for the 
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Defense Production Act, a law provid
ing the Federal Government with pri
ority claims on industrial production 
in case of war or national emergency. 
But lately DP A has meant "Don't Pass 
Anything," and that's exactly what 
happened last year. The law has been 
expired since October 20, 1990, and even 
this short-term extension was until re
cently held up in conference. 

While it is true that our Government 
successfully conducted a war in the in
terim, that conflict was mercifully 
short and occurred during a time of rel
atively slack demand for goods
thanks to our recession. The authority 
is still needed in case the next conflict 
presents a more adverse situation. 
Today we bring to the floor a short
term extension that will plug the gap 
until the House and the Senate pass a 
long-term DP A bill. Just this week the 
full committee passed such a long-term 
extension and we look forward to re
ceiving it on the floor in the near fu
ture. 

This short-term extension is a mod
est bill. It will provide the Secretary of 
Defense the needed authority to con
tract for defense-related goods. It 
makes changes to existing authority 
for the Federal Government to call on 
the expertise of private-sector energy 
experts to help with energy policy in 
times of conflict. Finally, it perma
nently extends the Exon-Florio law, 
which allows the President to review 
and potentially block foreign acquisi
tions of domestic producers where such 
an acquisition negatively affects na
tional security. The recent on-again, 
off-again status of Exon-Florio has 
needlessly complicated the review 
process, and the uncertainty has pre
vented at least one domestic firm from 
obtaining the necessary foreign invest
ment it needed to grow. It is only fair 
that we have in place a precise system 
of review to protect our national secu
rity interests while not jeopardizing 
benign-sometimes crucial-foreign in
vestment. 

I also want to take this time to com
mend my colleague and friend, the gen
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CARPER] for 
the tremendous work he has done in 
breaking this procedural and sub
stantive logjam in order to bring this 
matter before the floor today. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Delaware. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. It 
might be useful at this time to bring 
Members up to speed on the current 
status of the Defense Production Act 
and the nature of the measure before 
us. 

The Defe1,1se Production Act expired 
on October 20, of last year, when the 
Senate was unable to agree to a con
ference report on a bill to reauthorize 
the act for 3 years. The Defense Pro-

duction Act is law that gives the Presi
dent the authority to prioritize defense 
contracts in times of emergency so 
that we can assure an adequate supply 
of necessary equipment, supplies and 
services. This act also provides assist
ance necessary to ensure a reliable do
mestic defense production base, capa
ble of meeting demand for critical mili
tary i terns. And this act is home for 
the so-called Exon-Florio provision, 
which requires the President to review 
foreign acquisitions of U.S. companies 
which could compromise our national 
defense. 

Since the Defense Production Act 
lapsed last October, this country has 
engaged in a blessedly short and suc
cessful war in the Persian Gulf. Had 
the conflict lasted any longer, we could 
well have found ourselves in grave 
military supply difficulties without 
this act in place. We were lucky, but 
we can't rely on luck; we must get the 
Defense Production Act up and run
ning. That is what this conference re
port will enable us to do. 

Among other things, this bill will 
carry the act forward to September 30 
of this year, will make the provisions 
of the act retroactive to last October 
20, and will provide for the permanent 
authorization of the essential Exon
Florio provisions. 

This conference report reflects the 
House bill-exactly. The other body 
has agreed to accept our bill with no 
conditions. H.R. 991 passed the House 
early this year with only 18 dissenting 
votes. This is a good deal for the 
House, and I urge adoption of the con
ference report to accompany H.R. 991. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just point out one particular feature of 
this bill, which I think is an excellent 
feature. The gentleman from Penn
sylvania has already discussed this, 
and that is a permanent extension of 
the Exon-Florio provisions of our sen
ior U.S. Senator from Nebraska, JIM 
EXON, along with Governor Florio of 
New Jersey, who were the original 
coauthors of this provision which re
quires a review when a foreign corpora
tion attempts to purchase an American 
company or producer of materials that 
have defense significance, defense secu
rity significance. 

This gives the Treasury Department, 
operating through a committee, the op
portunity to deny that kind of a pur
chase if it threatens national security 
grounds. 

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
pointed out, this provision expired in 
October before the gulf war and created 
considerable confusion. 

I think it is a salutary provision in 
this bill to make the Exon-Florio 
amendment a permanent part of our 
law, and I think it is a particularly 
worthy provision in this legislation. · 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Delaware? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Delaware [Mr. CARPER] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RIDGE] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Delaware [Mr. CARPER]. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
requests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

NUTRITION INFORMATION AND LA
BELING ACT TECHNICAL AMEND
MENTS 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 1608) 
to make technical amendments to the 
Nutrition Information and Labeling 
Act, and for other purposes, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, while I will not ob
ject, I make this reservation for the 
purpose of allowing the gentleman 
from California to explain briefly what 
is in the bill. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
would extend certain effective dates 
that were included in the Nutrition La
beling and Education Act of 1991, en
acted last fall. Under the bill, labels 
printed before July 1, 1991, would be ex
empt from the new requirements for in
gredient labeling and disclosure of 
color additives. In addition, the re
quirement for percent of juice labeling 
would be extended until May 8, 1993, 
the effective date for the nutrition la
beling provisions of the bill. 

In addition, technical amendments 
are made to the Federal Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act and the Public 
Health Service Act. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
support the gentleman's motion and I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-

lows: · 



August 2, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21477 
s. 1608 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. INGREDIENT LABELING. 

Section lO(c) of the Nutrition Labeling and 
Education Act of 1990 (21 U.S.C. 343 note) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(c) SECTION 7.-
"(1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) 

and (3), the amendments made by section 7 
shall take effect one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

"(2)(A) If a food subject to section 403(g) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act or 
a food with one or more colors required to be 
certified under section 706(c) bears a label 
which was printed before July 1, 1991, and 
which is attached to the food before May 8, 
1993, such food shall not be subject to the 
amendments made by section 7(1) and sec
tion 7(3). 

"(B) If a food described in subparagraph 
(A)--

"(i) bears a label which was printed after 
July 1, 1991, but before the date the proposed 
regulation described in clause (ii) takes ef
fect as a final regulation and which was at
tached to the food before May 8, 1993, and 

"(ii) meets the requirements of the pro
posed regulation of the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services published in 56 Fed. 
Reg. 28592-28636 (June 21, 1991) as it pertains 
to the amendments made by this Act, 
such food shall not be subject to the amend
ments made by section 7(1) and section 7(3). 

"(3) A food purported to be a beverage con
taining a vegetable or fruit juice which bears 
a label attached to the food before May 8, 
1993, shall not be subject to the amendments 
made by section 7(2).". 
SEC. 2. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) NUTRITION LABELING.-Section 
403(q)(4)(A) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (as added by section 2(a) of the 
Nutrition Labeling and Education Act of 
1990) is amended by striking out "(C)" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "(D)" . 

(b) UNIFORM LABELING.-Section 403A(a)(5) 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(as added by section 6 of the Nutrition Label
ing and Education Act of 1990) is amended by 
striking out "clause (B) of such section" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "section 
403(r)(5)(B)". 

(C) REFERENCES.-Section 7 of the Nutri
tion Labeling and Education Act of 1990 is 
amended-

(1) In paragraph (1), by inserting " the pro
visions of' after "subject to", and 

(2) In paragraph (3), by inserting "the first 
time it appears" before "and inserting". 

(d) SECTION 503.-Section 503 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 353) 
is amended 

(1) by striking out "section 503(b)" in sub
sections (c)(2) and (c)(3)(B)(v) and inserting 
in lieu thereof "subsection (b)", 

(2) by striking out "section 503(c)(l)" in 
subsection (d)(3)(E) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "subsection (c)(l)" , 

(3) by redesignating the subsection (c) 
added by section 105 of the Generic Animal 
Drug and Patent Restoration Act (Public 
Law �1�~�0�)� as subsection (0. and 

(4) by redesignating the subsection (0 
added by section 16 of the Safe Medical De
vices Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-629) as sub
section (g). 

(e) ANIMAL DRUGS.-Section 512(e)(l)(B) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(21 U.S.C. 360b(e)(l)(B)) is amended by strik
ing out "(H)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
" (!)". 

(0 PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENTs-Section 395. [280c](a)(l) after 
the word "if' insert the words "skilled medi
cal services,". 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

TERRY BEIRN COMMUNITY BASED 
AIDS RESEARCH INITIATIVE ACT 
OF 1991 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 
1594), to honor and commend the ef
forts of Terry Beirn, to amend the Pub
lic Health Service Act to rename and 
make technical amendments to the 
community-based AIDS research ini
tiative, and for other purposes, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

0 1420 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Cox 

of Illinois). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so for the pur
pose of allowing the gentleman from 
California [Mr. WAXMAN] to explain the 
legislation. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill will reauthorize 
the NIH Program for Community 
Trials for AIDS Drugs, and rename it 
in honor of Terry Beirn. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California for his ex
planation. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 1594 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Terry Beirn 
Community Based AIDS Research Initiative 
Act of 1991". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) community-based clinical trials com

plement the National Institute of Allergy 
and Infectious Diseases' university-based re
search in order to provide increased access to 
experimental therapies; 

(2) community-based clinical trials provide 
an efficient and cost-effective means to de
velop new HIV-related treatments, benefit
ing all people living with HIV disease and 
other illnesses; and 

(3) because the community-based clinical 
trials model has a proven ability to conduct 
rapid trials that meet the very highest 
standards of scientific inquiry, this program 

should be reauthorized and significantly ex
panded. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 
Congress that, because of Terry Beirn's tire
less efforts to foster a partnership among all 
parties invested in AIDS research (including 
the National Institutes of Health university
based research system, primary care physi
cians practicing in the community, and pa
tients), the community-based clinical trials 
program should be renamed as the "Terry 
Beirn Community-Based AIDS Research Ini
tiative" in his honor. 
SEC. 3. COMMUNITY-BASED EVALUATIONS OF EX· 

PERIMENTAL THERAPIES. 
Section 2313 of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 300cc-13) is amended-
(!) in the section heading to read as fol

lows: 
"SEC. 2313. TERRY BEIRN COMMUNITY-BASED 

AIDS RESEARCH INITIATIVE."; 
(2) in subsection (c)-
(A) by amending the subsection heading to 

read as follows: "PARTICIPATION OF PRIVATE 
INDUSTRY, SCHOOLS OF MEDICINE AND PRI
MARY PROVIDERS"; and 

(B) by striking out "schools of medicine 
and osteopathic medicine" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "schools of medicine, osteo
pathic medicine, and existing consortia of 
primary care providers organized to conduct 
clincial research concerning acquired im
mune deficiency syndrome"; and 

(3) in subsection (e)-
(A) by striking out "1991" in paragraph (1) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "1996"; and 
(B) by striking out "1991" in paragraph (2) 

and inserting in lieu thereof "1996". 
The Senate bill was ordered to be 

read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

EXPRESSING GRATITUDE TO FED
ERAL CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES FOR 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO OPERATIONS 
DESERT SIDELD AND DESERT 
STORM 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 36) expressing gratitude of 
Congress to the Nation's Federal civil
ian employees for their contributions 
to Operation Desert Shield and Oper
ation Desert Storm and commending 
and congratulating the Nation's Fed
eral civilian employees on a job su
perbly done, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so simply to 
acknowledge the author and chief spon
sor of the resolution, the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], who obvi
ously has put a full court press on to 
secure the requisite number of cospon
sors. I appreciate the good efforts of 
the gentleman. 

I yield to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. President, I thank 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
his generosity, and the leadership of 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. SAWYER], the chairman of 
the committee. Both gentlemen have 
been very cooperative on this effort. 

Mr. Speaker, this simply states that 
we are all very proud of our uniformed 
personnel and the way in which they 
performed in the Desert Storm and 
Desert Shield effort. There is no doubt 
that all of us who went there were in
credibly proud of their dedication, of 
their ability, of their understanding of 
their mission, and their commitment. 

At the same time, all of us are very 
aware of the fact that without support 
personnel, without all of the real hun
dreds of thousands of civilian employ
ees in the Federal service, with an 
equal amount of commitment and tal
ent, dedicating their services to this ef
fort, we could not have been successful. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution simply 
observes that fact, and congratulates 
them on their dedication and their ef-
fort. �~� 

I again want to thank the leadership 
of the subcommittee for allowing us, 
before we go home in August, to pass 
this resolution, and congratulate them 
on their efforts and the role they 
played in our successful prosecution of 
Desert Storm. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
my reservation of objection, I yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. SAWYER]. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania, and pause at this moment 
only to reiterate the congratulations 
to the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HOYER], whose dedication and commit
ment and understanding of his mission 
today made possible this important 
recognition. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate concur

rent resolution, as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 36 

Whereas American and Allied forces were 
resoundingly successful in carrying out their 
mandate to liberate Kuwait pursuant to 
United Nations Security Council resolutions; 

Whereas a key factor in bringing that out
come about was the transporting of over 
500,000 United States troops, almost half a 
million tons of ammunition, and approxi
mately 100,000 motorized vehicles to the Per
sian Gulf region, representing the most mas
sive movement of troops, supplies, and mate
riel that the world has ever seen, and which 
could not have been achieved without the 
tireless efforts of this Nation's Federal civil
ian employees; 

Whereas more than 4,000 Federal civilian 
employees were relocated to work in the Per
sian Gulf theater of operations, over 20,000 
Federal civ111an employees were called to ac
tive duty as reservists, and thousands of 

other Federal civilian employees in the Unit
ed States and around the world contributed 
to the war effort in ways too many to enu
merate; 

Whereas Federal civilian employees, de
spite seemingly insurmountable logistical 
problems, unrelenting pressure, and severe 
time contraints, successfully accomplished 
what this Nation asked of them in a manner 
consistent with the highest standards of ex
cellence and professionalism; and 

Whereas Federal civilian employees are 
truly among the unsung heroes in Operation 
Desert Shield and Operation Desert Storm: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
hereby-

(!) expresses its deepest gratitude to this 
Nation's Federal civilian employees for their 
contributions to Operation Desert Shield and 
Operation Desert Storm; and 

(2) commends and congratulates this Na
tion's Federal civilian employees on a job su
perbly done. 

The Senate concurrent resolution 
was concurred in; a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

H.R. 3084, THE AFFORDABLE 
HEALTH INSURANCE ACT OF 1991: 
A FREE MARKET APPROACH TO 
A GROWING NATIONAL PROBLEM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, on 
July 29, 1991, I introduced the Afford
able Health Insurance Act of 1991. It 
would provide sorely needed relief to 
those who have been priced out of the 
market for health insurance by reform
ing the Tax Code to create a level play
ing field across different types of em
ployment settings and by encouraging 
health care consumers to self-insure 
for small out-of-pocket health ex
penses. My proposal would also elimi
nate distortions in the marketplace 
caused by the proliferation of State in
surance mandates. 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1950, national expenditures on 
health care totaled $12 billion, or only 
4.4 percent of the gross national prod
uct [GNP]. The vast majority of this 
spending came from private sources, 
predominately from private insurers 
and direct payments by individuals. 
Since then, the governmental role in 
providing health care has expanded 
enormously through the Medicare and 
Medicaid programs; consequently, 
total health care expenditures have ab
sorbed an ever-increasing share of 
GNP. In 1990, total spending is expected 
to reach $653 billion, and consume ap
proximately 12 percent of total GNP. 

What accounts for the explosion in 
the cost of health care and the public's 
growing frustration with the quality 
and cost of the care they receive? Some 
observers attribute these steady in
creases to the proliferation of third 
party payments by Government and 

private insurers. With an ever greater 
share of health care transactions oc
curring between third parties, consum
ers have lost the incentive to question 
the need for the care they receive, or 
the prices charged for it. 

One unfortunate and unintended re
sult of the rise of the third-party payer 
is the increasing number of Americans 
who cannot afford or gain access to 
basic health insurance. 

THE UNINSURED 
According to data collected by the 

Department of Health and Human 
Services, 37 million Americans cannot 
afford even the most basic health in
surance. The vast majority of these in
dividuals-78 percent--either work or 
live in families with a breadwinner and 
almost 60 percent work in businesses 
with fewer than 100 employees. In fact, 
workers in small businesses with 25 or 
fewer employees are much more likely 
to be uninsured than employees in 
large firms. 

The Employee Benefit Research In
stitute [EBRI] conducted a similar sur
vey and found that an even greater per
centage of individuals without health 
insurance were attached to the work 
force-85 percent. Almost one-half of 
the uninsured, moreover, worked either 
on a self-employed basis or in firms 
with fewer than 25 employees. 

That so many of the uninsured have 
a direct link to someone in the labor 
force suggests that the source of the 
problem lies in the health care market
place itself. Full-time workers and 
their families should be able to afford 
basic, no-frills health insurance poli
cies with coverage for catastrophic and 
major medical expenses. Unfortu
nately, it appears that these workers 
have been priced out of the market for 
health insurance by Federal and State 
policies which provide tax incentives 
for some, but not all, workers and 
which require workers to pay for cov
erage that they may not want or need. 
Both of these problems must be ad
dressed in order to remedy the current 
situation. 
THE EFFECT OF STATE MANDATES ON THE COST 

OF HEALTH INSURANCE 
Many experts attribute the difficulty 

that small business employees encoun
ter in obtaining health insurance to 
the proliferation of State mandates on 
consumers. Mandates are nothing more 
than concessions to special interests 
looking to coerce millions of consum
ers into purchasing coverage for spe
cific diseases or health services, wheth
er they want that coverage or not. 
John Goodman of the National Center 
for Policy Analysis in Dallas found 
that the total number of mandates ex
ploded from 30 in 1970 to about 700 in 
1988, and to more than 800 today. 

Mandated services include those pro
vided by chiropractors, psychologists, 
optometrists, podiatrists, nurse mid
wives, social workers, acupuncturists, 
naturopaths, and dieticians. Other 
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mandates require consumers to pur
chase coverage for alcoholism, drug ad
diction, AIDS, mental illness, and even 
the accidential ingestion of cocaine, 
marijuana, morphine, hallucinatory 
drugs, and other controlled substances. 

What has been the result of all these 
mandates? Unfortunately, millions of 
hard working Americans have discov
ered that the cost of even the most 
basic health insurance policy is beyond 
their reach. The National Center for 
Policy Analysis estimates that 32 per
cent of the 5 million Californians who 
were without health insurance in 1986 
were priced out of the marketplace by 
State mandates. In some States, as 
many as 60 percent of the uninsured 
are the victims of mandates. Nation
wide, up to one-quarter of the unin
sured-9.3 million in all-would be able 
to afford basic, no-frills health insur
ance if some or all of these mandates 
were repealed. 

The States have begun to realize the 
enormous cost of this approach. Since 
the beginning of 1990, 15 State legisla
tures have enacted measures to enable 
insurers to market basic, no-frills in
surance plans. Ten others are consider
ing such plans. The sponsor of the 
Rhode Island plan estimates that it 
would reduce the cost of health insur
ance by 30 percent. In Virginia, a pro
posal would allow insurers to market 
mandate-exempt policies to businesses 
with fewer than 50 employees. This has 
prompted Blue Cross and Blue Shield of 
Virginia to offer a no-frills policy for 
an adult with one child that would 
cover 30 days of hospitalization and 
preventive care at an annual cost of 
$1,644, about half the $3,168 it now costs 
to purchase a standard major medical 
policy in Virginia. 

By driving up the minimum cost of 
health insurance policies, these man
dates have forced millions of insurable 
Americans out of the marketplace en
tirely. It is the obligation of Govern
ment to offer consumers a choice in the 
purchase of health insurance; no person 
should be forced to pay for coverage 
that he does not want. 

My legislation would address this 
part of the problem by preempting the 
hundreds of State mandates now in ex
istence and allowing insurers to de
velop a wide range of policies, such as 
the no-frills policies described above. 

THE NEED FOR A LEVEL PLAYING FIELD 
The Federal Tax Code also contrib

utes to the problem of the uninsured. 
Under current law, a large employer 
can bypass all State mandates simply 
by self-insuring under the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act 
[ERISA], which entitles employees to 
receive an unlimited package of health 
benefits on a tax-free basis. Estimates 
of the average annual value of this ben
efit vary, but appear to be close to 
$2,750 per employee. As one might ex
pect, the cost of these plans has sky
rocketed; Foster Higgins estimates 

that the average cost of employer med
ical plans increased 20.4 percent in 1989. 
In some industries, the average cost 
per employee now exceeds $3,300 per 
year. 

Many companies provide their em
ployees with complete, first dollar cov
erage for a wide array of benefits; in 
fact, in 1989 the single greatest obsta
cle to a settlement in the strikes 
against the regional Bell operating 
companies was the nature and extent 
of the employees' health benefits pack
age. In one instance, union negotiators 
accepted a cut of $125 million in wages 
and other benefits in exchange for con
tinued first dollar health insurance 
coverage. 

Sophisticated union negotiators 
would not sacrifice substantial salary 
gains if there were some sort of ceiling 
on the tax exclusion for employer pro
vided benefits. The unlimited nature of 
the benefit, in fact, has seduced em
ployees in self-insured firms to shift 
compensation away from salary and ac
cept enhanced health benefits packages 
in its stead. Employer contributions 
for group health insurance accounted 
for only 0.8 percent of the employee's 
compensation in 1955. By 1987, that 
share had increased to 5.1 percent. Ac
cording to the House Ways and Means 
Committee, the tax exemption for em
ployer-provided coverage will cost the 
Federal Treasury $32.6 billion in 1990, 
$37.7 billion in 1992, and $45.1 billion by 
1994. 

Thus, employees in large, self-insured 
firms receive generous tax subsidies for 
unlimited, gold-plated coverage, while 
their counterparts in small firms enjoy 
no comparable incentives and must 
purchase coverage with after-tax dol
lars. Stuart M. Butler of the Heritage 
Foundation believes that this inequity 
"encourages the healthy and wealthy 
to demand excessive insurance, while 
leaving millions of others with no pro
tection at all." 

A comprehensive solution to the 
problem of the uninsured will correct 
this inequity by placing a ceiling on 
the exemption of employer provided 
benefits from the employee's income. 
The ceilings in my bill are high enough 
to protect coverage for major medical 
and catastrophic expenses. Of course, 
consumers would still be permitted to 
purchase more extensive coverage, but 
they would do so with after-tax dollars. 
Many employees would undoubtedly 
opt to scale back their coverage in ex
change for more income. The Tax Code 
should not provide an incentive for in
dividuals to overinsure, and thereby 
place additional inflationary pressure 
on the health care system. 

The Joint Tax Committee estimates 
that the generous ceiling in H.R. 3084 
of approximately $3,700 per employee 
per year for family coverage and $1,500 
per employee per year for individual 
coverage would increase federal reve
nues by $86.1 billion over 5 years, and 

by $24.1 billion in 1996 alone. The Con
gressional Budget Office [CBO] specu
lates that such a reform would discour
age workers from demanding addi
tional coverage beyond the ceiling. 
"Without such coverage," CBO con
cludes, "there would be stronger incen
tives to economize in the medical mar
ketplace, thereby reducing upward 
pressure on medical care prices." 

CHOICES IN HEALTH INSURANCE 
It is the obligation of the Federal 

Government to guarantee that all full
time workers, even those with earnings 
at or slightly above the minimum 
wage, can afford basic insurance cov
erage for themselves and their fami
lies. If governmental intrusions into 
the marketplace raise the cost of 
health care and insurance to an unac
ceptable and unaffordable level, as I be
lieve they have, it is the obligation of 
the Congress to eliminate these distor
tions and restore the integrity of the 
free market. 

A comprehensive solution should 
guarantee that the Tax Code provide 
adequate incentives to working persons 
who want to purchase health insurance 
and do not receive this benefit from 
their employers. It should also encour
age relatives to help less fortunate 
family members purchase insurance. 

These tax incentives should not be 
unlimited. Thus, the Tax Code should 
provide generous incentives for the 
purchase of no-frills, major medical 
coverage, but the incentive should stop 
there. The unlimited nature of the tax 
exemption for employer provided 
health benefits encourages employees 
to use health services that they may 
not need and regardless of their cost. 
This, in turn, fuels the inflationary spi
ral of health care, which has increased 
at twice the rate of inflation for most 
of the last three decades. Our Tax Code 
should not further encourage this 
trend. 

To make such a ceiling attractive to 
taxpayers, employers would be strong
ly encouraged to offer employees the 
option of receiving the taxable portion 
of their package as additional salary in 
exchange for reduced coverage. 

Employees who work for small firms 
and the self-employed comprise a dis- -
proportionately large share of the un
insured population. The Tax Code 
should provide them with an incentive 
to purchase health coverage that ap
proximates the incentive available to 
those who work for self-insured em
ployers. The ability to obtain afford
able health insurance should not be a 
function of an individual's employment 
setting. Thus, a comprehensive, mar
ket-based initiative to expand the 
availability of health insurance must 
give employees in these categories a 
generous tax credit for the purchase of 
health insurance policies. 

In addition, it is essential that our 
Tax Code provide strong incentives for 
taxpayers to self-insure for small out-
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of-pocket expenses through a device 
similar to an individual retirement ac
count. Such an account would permit 
taxpayers to receive a second tax cred
it for contributions to a savings ac
count with interest accruing on a tax
free basis, provided that withdrawals 
are used for health expenses. This cred
it would be available to all taxpayers, 
even those who receive their health 
coverage through their employers. 

The Affordable Health Insurance Act 
of 1991 contains the following provi
sions: 

Preempt State insurance mandates 
with respect to: first, diseases and dis
abilities; second, medical services; 
third, types of health care providers 
and provider organizations; and fourth, 
maximum or minimum levels of 
deductibles, coinsurance payments or 
payment rates. State insurance man
dates have priced too many workers 
out of the health insurance market
place. Consumers should not have to 
pay for coverage they do not want. 

Establish a generous tax credit for 
the purchase of no-frills health insur
ance policies. The size of the credit, 
which would be refundable to low-in-

We must recognize that, fro!':l a Fed
eral budgetary perspective, we are liv
ing in lean times. The problem with 
our health care system, we must re
member, is not a function of scarce re
sources-devoting 12 percent of our 
GNP to health care is more than 
enough. 

0 1420 

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOP
MENT CORPORATION ANNUAL 
REPORT, 1990-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Cox 

of Illinois). Laid before the House the 
following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, without objection, referred to 
the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

(For message, see proceedings of the 
Senate of today, Friday, August 2, 
1991.) 

come taxpayers, has been set according INTRODUCTION OF MIDDLE IN-
to the age of the taxpayer and would COME EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY 
approximate the cost of a no-frills ACT OF 1991 
health insurance policy with a high de- (Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey asked 
ductible in a medium cost state. 

Create health care savings accounts. and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute, to revise and 

To encourage taxpayers to self insure extend his remarks, and to include ex
for small, out-of-pocket medical ex-
penses, my bill will offer taxpayers a traneous material.) 
second tax credit for contributions of Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. 
up to $825 for an individual and s1,650 Speaker, our higher education policy 
for a married couple to an account has reached this point in the United 
similar in concept to an individual re- States: If you own a home and if you 
tirement account. Interest would accu- have a decent income, your children 
mulate on a tax-free basis so long as a:e not eligible for Federal financial 
the taxpayer uses the proceeds for eli- aid. We have to stop that. . 
gible medical expenses. Only taxpayers . �T�o�d�a�~�,� I am plea.sed to. be �m�t�r�o�d�~�c�
who have purchased health insurance , �I�~�~� a bill that �~� believe �w�~�l�l� ta:ke a sig
can take advantage of this device. �m�~�I�C�a�n�t� step m that. directiOn. �~�h�e� 

Enable employees who receive health Middle Income �E�d�u�~�a�t�~�o�n� Opportumty 
benefits from their employers to trade Act of 1991 takes existmg Federal loan 
any unwanted benefits for additional programs and folds them into one new 
salary. By placing a ceiling on the tax program that uses direct lending and 
subsidy for employer-provided health borrowing by the Federal Government 
benefits, my bill will enable employees to cut out the �m�i�d�d�l�e�~�e�n�,� to cut out 
who receive unwanted coverage to ac- the bureaucrats and shift dollars from 
cept a scaled back package of benefits bureaucrats and deadbeats and bank
in exchange for additional salary. The ers' profits to American families. It in
Federal Government should not under- volves no tax increase. It involves no 
write the cost of unnecessary or frivo- increase in Federal appropriations. It 
lous insurance coverage. involves an increase in creative think-

To provide low income families with ing to help educate the young people of 
the same tax benefits as more affluent this country. 
families, both tax credits mentioned Later today we will be voting on in
above would be refundable. This means creased unemployment benefits, and I 
that a family with tax liability that is support that; but the long-range an
less than the value of the credit would swer is to educate our people, make our 
receive money back from the IRS. economy grow, and the way to do that 

In an era of $400 billion deficits, it is is to reopen the door of educational op
imperative that any comprehensive portunity for middle class Americans. 
health insurance proposal be revenue Mr. Speaker, a summary of the bill is 
neutral, that is, it should neither in- as follows: 
crease nor decrease Federal tax reve- ANDREWS DmECT STUDENT LENDING BILL 
nues. According to the Joint Tax Com- This legislation replaces the Stafford, Sup-
mittee, my proposal is revenue neutral plemental Student Loan (SLS), Parent 
over the next 5 fiscal years. Loans for Undergraduate Students (PLUS) 

and Income Contingent Demonstration 
Loans with a program of direct Federal edu
cational lending for all families. 

The credit reform provisions of the Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990 now track just the 
taxpayer subsidies in all Federal loan pro
grams. Thus, it is now possible for the gov
ernment to obtain capital for its largest stu
dent loan program at wholesale prices rather 
than the retail rates now paid for guaranteed 
student loan (GSL) capital. 

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) es
timates that substituting direct loans for 
the GSL Stafford, SLS, and PLUS programs 
will cost the taxpayers $1.4 billion less in the 
first year than the same programs which 
have operated as loan guarantee programs. 
The estimated savings for four years amount 
to $6.6 billion. 

The bill has a number of important provi
sions which, in addition to being less costly 
to taxpayers, will improve benefits for stu
dents with financial need. Additionally, it 
will expand loan eligibility for middle in
come parents and simplify the application 
process for students and institutions. 

Like the GSL program, direct loans will be 
an entitlement under the mandatory part of 
the budget and there wm be no limit on the 
amount of capital that will be available. 
Capital availablllty will be determined by 
student and parent eligibility. 

Student ellgibll1ty for subsidized direct 
loans will be based on financial need and 
loan limits will be increased (See ACE pro
posal and Administration FY 92 budget re
quest). 

Student eligibility for direct SLS loans 
will be similar to the current SLS program. 

Parent eligibility for direct PLUS loans 
will continue to have no financial need test 
and the amount borrowed will be increased 
from $4,000 to the cost of education less any 
financial aid received by the student. 

Interest rates will be similar to the cur
rent GSL program, except that student in
terest rates will not exceed 8% in the sub
sidized program. (Under GSL, the rate in
creases from 8% to 10% in the fifth year of 
repayment.) There will be no student origi
nation fee (currently 5%), and students will 
not be charged insurance premiums (cur
rently up to 3%). 

The Secretary will be required to offer stu
dents income contingent, graduated and con
ventional repayment plans. 

Parent loan interest rates will be contin
ued at the existing PLUS program level. In
terest income over cost of funds will be used, 
in part, to both help offset administrative 
costs and cover any defaults in the program. 

The direct loan program will be financed 
through the sale of government securities by 
the Secretary of the Treasury and counted in 
the budget under the provisions of credit re
form. 

The Secretary of Education will receive 
the proceeds from Treasury sales and author
ize the funds of eligible institutions of post
secondary education. 

On behalf of the government, institutions 
will determine student and parent eligi
bility, prepare necessary promissory notes 
and allocate funds to students following pro
cedures similar to the Perkins Loan Pro
gram. 

Institutions will transmit the signed prom
issory notes to ED which will have respon
sibility for servicing and collection, includ
ing the use of ms offsets on defaulters. 

The Secretary of Education will operate 
the servicing aspects of the program through 
competitive, private sector contracts, in
cluding a contract for management of the 
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national direct loan data system, servicing 
contracts, collection contracts, and a loan 
consolidation contract. 

Institutions may, if they wish, form con
sortia to handle the disbursement and prom
issory note management function for them. 

Institutions will be provided a S20 per loan 
administrative fee each year for each loan 
made. 

To assure adequate administrative support 
for ED, student aid administrative costs will 
become a line item in appropriation bills. 

Students who have Stafford or Perkins 
Loans and receive direct loans may choose to 
have their loans consolidated under direct 
lending authority. 

Guarantee agencies will have their Admin
istrative Cost Allowance (entitlement) 
changed from one percent of new loans made 
to .25% of loans outstanding. (Presently 
there are about S50 billion GSLs outstanding 
and approximately $10.8 billion new loans are 
made annually.) 

Institutions will be authorized to invest 
Perkins loan collections in a designated in
stitutional endowment or investment ac
count. The income may then be used for stu
dent grant or work programs. Institutions 
will still be able to make need based loans 
from Perkins collections to students who 
demonstrate need after all grant and need 
based direct loan eligibility has been ex
hausted. 

July 1, 1994, would be the earliest date for 
implementation of the direct loan program. 
Except for loan consolidation, no new GSLs 
would be authorized after the start up date 
for direct lending. 

PAKISTANI OFFICIAL GUILTY OF 
SCURRILOUS, OUTRAGEOUS BIG
OTRY 
(Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks and include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. FRANK1 of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, one always faces a dilemma 
when confronted with scurrilous big
otry. The dilemma is that you fear if 
you talk about it, talk about how scur
rilous it is, you may be giving it fur
ther circulation. But sometimes it is 
necessary to do that. 

I think this is one of those times. 
The Sindh Provincial Chief Minister in 
Pakistan, Minister Ali, has just added 
insult to injury, to the injury that was 
caused by the corrupt activities of the 
Bank of Commerce and Credit: He has 
added blatant anti-Semitism by blam
ing the closing of BCCI on the Jews. 
The chief minister of a major state in 
Pakistan, one of our major allies, scur
rilously, outrageously, in the most big
oted fashion claims that efforts to end 
this corrupt enterprise, the BCCI, were 
somehow part of a Jewish conspiracy. 

I am hesitant to give any further cur
rency to this, but when the responsible 
official of a major nation engages in 
this kind of vicious comment, I think 
it is important that it be refuted, par
ticularly when it has been given cir
culation in newspapers and elsewhere. 

So I would ask, Mr. Speaker, that the 
very thoughtful comments of the Anti-

Defamation League refuting this vile 
lie be printed here, and I would hope 
that our Government would make very 
clear to the Pakistani Government our 
extreme unhappiness at this sort of 
bigotry indulged in by an elected offi
cial in what is supposed to be one of 
our allied nations. 

NEW YORK, NY, August 1.-Anti-Semitic 
and anti-Israel comments made by a 
Pakinstani official while defending the 
founder of the Bank of Credit and Commerce 
International were termed "outrageous and 
despicable" today by the Anti-Defamation 
League. 

Jam Dadoq Ali, the Sindh Provinical Chief 
Minister, blamed the closing of B.C.C.I. on 
the "West and Israel" in a statement claim
ing that Aga Hassan Abedi, the bank's found
er, will not be extradited to New York where 
he was indicted by a grand jury on Monday. 

"B.C.C.I. was a third world bank, and it 
took to the challenge of breaking a 
hegemonistic control of the Jewish lobby on 
the world's financial institutions," Ali said. 

In a statement issued here, Abraham H. 
Foxman, ADL's national director, said: 
"These remarks, while outrageous and des
picable, are not surprising in light of the 
Pakistani government's long history of pub
licly expressed anti-Semitism. What is in
credible is that Pakistan has no Jews, yet 
anti-Semitic and anti-Israel propaganda 
abound." 

The ADL leader urged "all international 
regulatory agencies responsible for inves
tigating B.C.C.I. to protest the rebirth of 
this age-old brand of bigotry." 

AREA HEALTH EDUCATION 
CENTERS 

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, on be
half of the House Rural Health Care 
Coalition, which I have the privilege of 
co-chairing, it is my pleasure to intro
duce today a bill suggesting reauthor
ization language for the Area Health 
Education Center [AHEC] program, 
which is part of the larger title VII of 
the Public Health Service Act which 
will be coming before us for consider
ation later this year. 

Twenty years ago, the AHEC concept 
was proposed as a new type of regional 
education and training center which 
would link university health science 
centers with medically underserved 
communities in order to improve ac
cess to health care services. The re
cruitment, training, and retention of 
health care professionals has been the 
focus of AHEC's ever since. Programs 
encompass allied health, for example, 
physical therapy, occupational ther
apy, laboratory technology, dentistry, 
medicine, mental health, nursing, 
pharmacy, public health, social work, 
etcetera. 

While Federal grants are made to 
university health science centers, 
those universities work with several 
regional AHEC's, and each AHEC Pro-

gram then works with a number of in
dividual communities in rural counties 
or inner city neighborhoods. AHEC's 
are prime examples of the positive pos
sibilities of "States as laboratories," 
with each program having a unique ap
proach to the health care personnel 
shortage problem. A very partial list of 
AHEC programs includes student rota
tions of medical or nursing students, 
enabling off-campus degrees for all 
types of health care personnel, con
tinuing education, technical assistance 
or professional support services to 
practitioners in underserved commu
ni ties, increasing the number of minor
ity citizens in health careers through 
high school recruiting efforts, and li
brary and information services. 

Senators MCCAIN, GRAHAM, and BENT
SEN are simultaneously introducing the 
companion to this bill in the other 
body today. I particularly want to 
commend the good work and support of 
Senator McCAIN for this program. 

I am submitting for the RECORD a 
brief outline of the bill I am introduc
ing today, and I urge my colleagues to 
support this worthwhile program. 

AREA HEALTH EDUCATION CENTERS 
(Total 1992 authorization level: $41 million) 

I. BASIC AHEC PROGRAM 

The Basic AHEC Program would be reau
thorized to allow for continuation of three 
types of projects: new starts, completion of 
existing obligations, and special initiatives. 
While the reauthorization should continue to 
allow for new starts, long term funding of 
AHEC should recognize that most states 
have now gotten into AHEC activities and 
less new-project money will be necessary. 
The reauthorization should allow for comple
tion of existing obligations, but should re
quire a more stringent state match, so that 
states will be matching 1-for-1 by the sev
enth year of the project. In the past, the 
modest grants for Special Initiatives have 
stimulated many new and creative ideas for 
AHECs. With the decrease in the need for 
new-start money, we encourage an increase 
for Special Initiative projects. (Authoriza
tion levels: FY92-S23 mil; '93---$23 mil; '94-
$21 mil; '95-$19 mil; '96--$17 mil) 

II. HEALTH EDUCATION AND TRAINING CENTER 
(HETC) 

The HETC program's primary goal is to 
improve the supply, distribution, quality and 
efficiency of personnel providing health serv
ices to hispanic and other underserved popu
lation, especially along the United States
Mexico border. The reauthorization language 
would continue the HETC program in its es
tablished format, and would encourage the 
participation of a School of Public Health if 
one exists in the HETC service region. (Au
thorization levels: FY92-S6 mil; '93-$12 mil; 
'94-$16 mil; '95-$17 mil; '96-$18 mil) 

III. STATE-SUPPORTED AHEC'S 

For the 21 projects currently receiving fed
eral AHEC funding from the current appro
priation of about $18 million, there is a state/ 
local match that ranges from 25-M percent 
for the various projects. For the 15 projects 
which no longer received federal funding, 
there is a wide range of state/local support. 

The new program concept suggested for 
this reauthorization would further encourage 
the participation of states in the funding of 
AHECs. The new responsibility on the states 
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would be 30% financial support in the first 
year, 40% in the second, and 50% in the third. 
The benefit to the states, however, is the 
guarantee of continuing 50% support from 
the federal government from year three on, 
as opposed to federal funding being elimi
nated in later years of a project. (Authoriza
tion levels: FY92-S12 mil; �'�9�~�$�2�4� mil; '94-
$30 mil; '95--$36 mil; '96--$42 mil). 

COSPONSORS 
Messrs. Roberts, Cooper, Barton, Boucher, 

Hall of Texas, Harris, Lehman of Florida, 
Rowland, Synar, Towns, Bereuter, Mrs. 
Byron, and Messrs. Chapman, Clinger, Com
best, English, Evans, Gillmor, Gunderson, 
Johnston of Florida. 

Messrs. Jones of North Carolina, Klug, 
Lancaster, Lewis of Florida, Mollohan, 
Payne of Virginia, Poshard, Price, Rahall, 
Ray, Rose, Sarpalius, Smith of Oregon, Stal
lings, Taylor of North Carolina, Thomas of 
Wyoming, Valentine, Weber, Wilson, Wise of 
West Virginia. 

H.R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Area Health 
Education Cent&s Reauthorization Act of 
1991". 
SEC. 2. REAUTHORIZATION AND EXPANSION OF 

AREA HEAL111 EDUCATION CENTERS 
PROGRAM. 

(a) TERMS OF AGREEMENTS.-Section 781(a) 
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
295g-1(a)) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), an agreement entered into under this 
subsection for establishment of a center 
shall remain in effect for a period of 6 years 
from the date on which such agreement was 
executed. Such agreement shall be extended 
to the extent necessary to provide Federal 
funds under such agreement, for a 6-year pe
riod, to all centers operated or developed 
with funds provided under such agreement. 

"(B) The agreements referred to in sub
paragraph (A) may be terminated by the Sec
retary on a determination by the Secretary 
that a center, developed and operated with 
funds received under such agreement, has 
not performed in a satisfactory manner. 

(b) HEALTH EDUCATION TRAINING CEN
TERS.-Section 781(f) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
295g-1(f)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1)-
(A) by inserting "and in other high-impact 

areas, both urban or rural, (as determined by 
the Secretary)" before the semicolon in sub
paragraph (A); and 

(B) by inserting "and other high risk" 
after "Hispanic" in subparagraph (B); 

(2) in paragraph (3)-
(A) by inserting "or high impact" after 

"Each border"; and 
(B) by inserting "or a high impact State, 

both urban or rural (as determined by the 
Secretary)" before the period at the end 
thereof; and 

(3) in paragraph (5)-
(A) by striking out "and" at the end of 

subparagraph (G); 
(B) by striking out the period at the end of 

subparagraph (H) and inserting in lieu there
of"; and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subparagraph: 

"(!) to ensure that a health education 
training center receiving assistance under 
such agreement will require the participa-

tion of a school of public health, if such a 
school exists within the area being served by 
such center and desires to participate.". 

(C) STATE SUPPORTED HEALTH CENTERS.
Section 781 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 295g-1) is 
further amended-

(1) by redesignating subsections (g) and (h) 
as subsections (h) and (i), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (f), the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(g)(1)(A) The Secretary may enter into 
agreements with eligible entities for the 
planning, development and operation of 
State-supported area health education cen
ters that meet the requirements of subpara
graph (B). 

"(B) To be eligible to receive an agreement 
award under this section, the applicant shall 
ensure that the program supported with 
amounts received under the agreement will-

"(i) meet the other requirements of sub
sections (c) and (d); 

"(11) create and maintain preceptorship 
educational experiences for health science 
students; 

"(iii) develop or affiliate with community
based primary care residency programs; 

"(iv) institute or coordinate with continu
ing education programs for health profes
sionals; 

"(v) establish and maintain learning re
source and dissemination systems for infor
mation identification and retrieval; 

"(vi) enter into agreements with commu
nity-based organizations for the delivery of 
services supported under this authority; 

"(vii) become involved in the training of 
nurses, allied and other health professionals 
and, where consistent with State laws, nurse 
practitioners and physicians assistants; 

"(viii) carry out recruitment programs for 
health science professions among minority 
and other elementary or secondary students 
from areas the program determines to be 
medically underserved; and 

"(ix) carry out not less than three of the 
activities described in subparagraph (C). 

"(C) The activities referred to in subpara
graph (B)(ix) shall include-

"(i) coordinating with an Office of Rural 
Health in the State that is operating in the 
area served by the center, wherein one ex
ists; 

"(ii) administering the National Health 
Service Corps program activities in the area 
serviced by the center, except that such cen
ter shall provide only support services if the 
responsibility for such administration has 
been assigned to any other State agency; 

"(iii) working directly with local health 
departments in the area served by the cen
ter; 

"(iv) participating in community and mi
grant health center and similar provider ac
tivities in the area to be served by the cen
ter; or 

"(v) cooperating with other federally and 
State funded health service provider recruit
ment and retention programs operating in 
the area to be served by the center. 

"(2) Amounts received under an agreement 
entered into under this subsection shall be 
sufficient to enable a State-supported area 
health education program to carry out dem
onstration projects concerning subjects de
termined appropriate by the Secretary, in
cluding, but not limited to-

"(A) the establishment of computer-based 
information programs or telecommunication 
networks that will link health science cen
ters and service delivery sites; 

"(B) the provision of disease specific edu
cational programs for health providers and 
students in areas of concern to the United 
States; 

"(C) the development of information dis
semination models to make available new in
formation and technologies emerging from 
biological research centers to the practicing 
medical community; 

"(D) the institution of new minority re
cruitment and retention programs, targeted 
to improved service delivery in areas the 
program determines to be medically under
served; 

"(E) the established of State health service 
corps programs to place physicians for 
health manpower shortage areas into similar 
areas to encourage retention of physicians 
and to provide flexib111ty to States in filling 
positions in health professional shortage 
areas; and 

"(F) the establishment or improvement of 
State emergency medical systems. 

"(3) The Secretary shall not provide in ex
cess of $2,000,000 per annum per State, or per 
program where that program serves more 
than one State, or an aggregate amount 
based on an average award of $250,000 per 
center to be supported in the States in which 
the program is operating, whichever is less, 
to programs, under this subsection. 

"(4) An agreement entered into under this 
subsection shall require that the program-

"(A) make available (directly or through 
donations from public or private entities), $1 
for every $1 of Federal funds provided under 
the contract in such year; 

"(B) ensure that at least 75 percent of the 
amounts received under the agreement be 
distributed to area health education centers 
within the area served by the program, 
through a formal agreement; and 

"(C) use amounts provided under such 
agreement to supplement, not supplant, 
State funds provided for similar programs 
prior to the execution of the agreement.". 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPPROPRIATIONS.
Section 781 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 295g-1) is 
further amended-

(1) in subsection (f)(8)-
(A) by striking out "(h)(2)" in subpara

graph (A) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"(i)(2)"; and 

(B) by inserting "and Native American" 
after "Hispanic" in subparagraph (B)(i); and 

(2) by striking out subsection (1) (as so re
designated by subsection (b)(1)), and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following new sub
section: 

"(1)(1)(A) For purposes of carrying out this 
section other than subsections (f) and (g), 
there are authorized to be appropriated-

"(!) $23,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
"(ii) $23,000,000 for fiscal year 1993; 
"(iii) $21,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 
"(iv) $19,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; 
"(v) $17,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; and 
"(vi) such sums as may be necessary for 

each of the fiscal years 1997 through 2002. 
"(B) A new agreement entered into under 

this section after the date of enactment of 
this subsection shall require that the entity 
awarded such agreement make available (as 
part of any other matching requirements, di
rectly or through cash donations from public 
or private entities) during the fifth and sixth 
years of Federal support for each center 
funded under the agreements, non-Federal 
contributions-

"(!) for the fifth year for which such agree
ment is in effect, S2 for every S8 of Federal 
funds provided under the agreement in such 
year; and 

"(ii) for the sixth year for which such 
agreement is in effect, $2 for every S8 of Fed
eral funds provided under the agreement in 
such year. 

"(C) The Secretary shall obligate not more 
than 20 percent of the amount appropriated 
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under this paragraph in each fiscal year for 
special initiatives. 

"(2) For purposes of carrying out sub
section (f), there are authorized to be appro
priated-

"(A) $6,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
"(B) $12,000,000 for fiscal year 1993; 
"(C) $16,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 
" (D) $17,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; 
"(E) $18,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; and 
"(F) such sums as may be necessary for 

each of the fiscal years 1997 through 2002. 
" (3) For purposes of carrying out sub

section (g), there are authorized to be appro
priated-

"(A) $12,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
"(B) $24,000,000 for fiscal year 1993; 
"(C) $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; 
"(D) $36,000,000 for fiscal year 1995; 
"(E) $42,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; and 
"(F) such sums as may be necessary for 

each of the fiscal years 1997 through 2002. 
The Secretary shall obligate not more than 
10 percent of the amount appropriated under 
this paragraph for any fiscal year for dem
onstration projects included under sub
section (g)(2).". 

(e) MATCHING REQUffiEMENT.-Section 781 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 295g-1) is further amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

"(j) An agreement entered into under this 
section after the date of enactment of this 
subsection shall require that the entity 
awarded such agreement make available (di
rectly or through donations from public or 
private entities), during the fourth and re
maining years of the agreement, non-Federal 
contributions equal to-

"(1) for the first year for which such con
tract is in effect, $3 for every $7 of Federal 
funds provided under the agreement in such 
year; 

"(2) for the second year for which such con
tract is in effect, $4 for every S6 of Federal 
funds provided under the agreement in such 
year; and 

"(3) for the third and subsequent years for 
which such contract is in effect, $1 for every 
$1 of Federal funds provided under the agree
ment in such year.". 

(f) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-Section 781 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 295g-1) is further amend
ed-

(1) by striking out "contract" each place 
that such appears and inserting in lieu there
of "agreement"; and 

(2) by striking out "contracts" each place 
that such appears and inserting in lieu there
of "agreements". 

MFN TRADE STATUS FOR CHINA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. RAY] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I have taken 
out this special order to give a full ac
count of an unfair trade practice which 
is resulting in the destruction of a crit
ical industry in America. 

Tuesday morning, while reading 
through the Washington Post I came 
across a disturbing article on China's 
campaign to evade United States tex
tile quotas. 

At that time I spoke on the floor and 
condemned the actions of the Chinese 
Government. In my statement, I men
tioned a study recently released by the 

Department of Defense on the ability 
of the American textile industry to 
support mobilization efforts. I would 
like to submit for the RECORD one of 
the tables of this study which clearly 
highlights some of the deficiencies in 
our textile and apparel industry. 

In this regard, I would like to com
mend the work that has been done in 
both the House and the Senate regard
ing trade with the Chinese. The actions 
taken in the Congress reflect a deep 
concern over the fate of American in
dustry, and the unfair trade practices 
of the Chinese Government. 

China has enjoyed normalized trade
MFN status-with the United States 
since 1980. Such trade status entitles 
foreign countries to tariff rates ap
proximately one-tenth of what they 
would pay without it. Under current 
U.S. trade law, Communist countries 
which do not allow free emigration are 
prohibited from receiving MFN status. 
However, the President has annually 
waived this requirement, concluding 
that denial of MFN status is working 
toward more liberal emigration poli
cies. 

Rather than indicate that the Peo
ple's Republic of China would end op
pression, brutality, and human rights 
violations which culminated in the 
Tiananmen Square massacre, or inves
tigate and end its illegal trade prac
tices, Premier Li Peng recently indi
cated that without a renewal of MFN 
trade status China would retaliate 
against American Companies, specifi
cally the Boeing Co. 

APPENDIX A.-ITEMS WITH SIGNIFICANT PLANNING 
SHORTFALLs-INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS PLANNING 
STATISTICs-continued 

Percent 
of MOB' MOB require

ment Subscribed re-

UNDERCOVERALLS, AIRMAN'S 
CHEMICAL PROTECTIVE 

Fiscal year: 
1987 ............................ . 
1988 ............................ . 
1989 ...... ..................... .. 
1990 ............................ . 
1991 ............................ . 

OVERBOOT GREEN VINYL 
(GVOJ 

Fiscal year: 
1987 ............................ . 

1988 ............................ . 

1989 ............................ . 

1990 ............................ . 

1991 ............................ . 

BOOTS, COMBAT, LEATHER, 
BLACK, DIRECT MOLDED 
SOLE 

Fiscal year: 

276,000 None 
296,000 None 
277,000 None 
284,000 None 
299,098 None 

49,912,000 18,645,000 
(PRJ (PRJ 

56,310,000 8,716,000 (PRJ 
(PRJ 

57,698,000 9,456,000 (PRJ 
(PRJ 

46,969,000 8,924,000 (PRJ 
(PRJ 

61,638,736 10,964,000 
(PRJ (PR) 

1987 ............................. 5,556,000 (PR) 4,926,000 !PRJ 
1988 ................ ............. 6,907,000 (PRJ 2,943,000 (PR) 
1989 ............................. 6,157,000 (PRJ 2,943,000 (PRJ 
1990 ...... ....................... 5,629,000 (PRJ 3,434,000 (PRJ 
1991 ............................. 5,519,259 (PRJ 3,432,000 (PRJ 

BOOTS, INSULATED, COLD 
WEATHER, RUBBER, BLK, 
TY I, Cll 

Fiscal year: 
1987 ............................ . 
1988 ............................ . 
1989 ........................... .. 
1990 ............................ . 
1991 ............................ . 

TENT, GENERAL PURPOSE, 
MEDIUM 

Fiscal year: 
1987 ............................ . 
1988 ............................ . 
1989 ............................ . 
1990 ............................ . 
1991 ...... .......... ............ . 

TENT, GENERAL PURPOSE, 
LARGE 

Fiscal year: 
1987 ............................ . 
1988 ............................ . 
1989 .......................... .. . 
1990 ............................ . 
1991 ............................ . 

2,195,000 (PRJ 274,000 (PRJ 
I ,97 4,000 (PRJ 172,000 (PRJ 
3,026,506 (PRJ 172,000 (PRJ 
2,964,000 (PRJ 39,000 (PRJ 
2,230,964 (PRJ 134,000 (PRJ 

117,000 75,000 
114,000 71,000 
115,000 71,000 
118,000 80,000 
146,112 73,901 

21 ,000 18,000 
19,000 10,000 
21 ,000 10,000 
90,000 13,000 
19,364 12,753 

quire
ment 

49 

15 

16 

19 

17 

89 
43 
48 
61 
62 

12 
9 
6 
3 
6 

63 
62 
62 
68 
50 

83 
51 
49 
64 
65 

INTRODUCTION OF THE HEALTH 
INSURANCE COVERAGE AND 
COST CONTAINMENT ACT OF 1991 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

I believe that the actions of the Chi
nese Government warrant investiga
tion and are not indicative of the kind 
of cooperative relationship envisioned 
when MFN was renewed last year. I am 
both shocked and appalled at the bla
tant disregard the Chinese Government 
has shown for human rights and nor
mal trade relationships. America can
not turn a blind eye to this behavior. 
We must protect both the American 
workers from unfair trade practices, 
and the Chinese citizen's inherent right 
to a life free from coercion and exploi
tation. previous order of the House, the gen

tleman from Illinois [Mr. RosTENKOW
APPENDIX A.-ITEMS WITH SIGNIFICANT PLANNING SKI] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

SHORTFALLs-INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS PLANNING Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
STATISTICS today I am introducing H.R. 3205, the 

Health Insurance Coverage and Cost 

MOB require- Subscribed ment 

�:�;�~�~� Containment Act of 1991, on behalf of 
re- millions of hard-working men and 

�~�~�~�~�- women and millions more with no 
----------------- health insurance at all. 
GLOVE SET, CHEMICAL PRO-

TECTIVE RUBBER 
(25,000,000J 

Fiscal year: 
1987 ............................. 

1988 ............................. 

1989 ............................. 

1990 ............................. 

1991 ........... .................. 

55,128,000 
(PRJ 

62,716,000 
(PRJ 

64,540,000 
(PRJ 

58,941,000 
(PRJ 

56,600,870 
(PRJ 

4.153,000 (PRJ 

3,941,000 (PRJ 

3,941,000 (PRJ 

4,126,000 (PRJ 

4,327,000 (PRJ 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
has devoted the better part of the past 
year to learning about the problems of 
our Nation's health system. We've held 

6 a committee retreat on the subject, 
convened a series of hearings on long
term health strategies, and caucused 
among ourselves. A number of my col
leagues-both on and off the commit
tee-have introduced health care re-
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form proposals. One bill memorializes 
the recommendations of the Pepper 
Commission; others follow the Cana
dian model, propose to nationalize 
Medicare or turn to an employer-based 
universal plan. 

Today, to further the debate and 
focus discussions on a specific option, I 
am proposing an employer-based uni
versal health plan that by 1996 will as
sure health insurance coverage for 
every American. And, consistent with 
my long-standing commitment to 
sound budget discipline, the costs of 
this bill are fully financed to assure 
the Federal deficit is not increased and 
the paygo requirements of the Budget 
Enforcement Act are met. 

In introducing this bill, I want to 
make clear that I do not view this leg
islation as my last word on health care 
reform. Changes will certainly be made 
as the legislative process moves for
ward. As chairman, I intend to remain 
flexible regarding modifications that 
undoubtedly will be necessary as we 
seek to develop a political consensus 
and broaden public acceptance. 

I also will continue my valued discus
sions with Senator LLOYD BENTSEN, to 
see if we can jointly agree on a more 
incremental health care package. From 
my perspective, that would be very de
sirable and would serve the public in
terest. What is needed now more than 
anything is to start a serious discus
sion about specific legislative ap
proaches to health care reform. To en
courage that· discussion, I plan to hold 
hearings in October on this bill, and 
several other specific proposals for uni
versal health coverage. 

Approximately 150 million American 
workers and their dependents have 
health insurance today through their 
employer. An additional 20 million are 
self-insured. Government is the health 
insurance provider for nearly 34 million 
Medicare beneficiaries and another 23 
million Americans who rely on Medic
aid for their health care. The remain
der, almost 34 million of our fellow 
citizens, have no health care coverage 
at all. 

Even with approximately 227 million 
Americans having some form of health 
insurance, Americans of every income 
level are worried. The ranks of the un
insured or inadequately insured are 
growing steadily while the costs of 
health care skyrocket. In the process, 
health care has become a middle class 
issue. 

It's no longer a question of what we 
can do for those unfortunate fellow 
citizens among us who have no health 
coverage. Today, sadly, it strikes much 
closer to home. For many, health care 
has now become a question of self-pro
tection-what can I do to guarantee 
that my health insurance won't dis
appear precisely when I need it the 
most? Polls tell us that when it comes 
to health care, Americans are most 
frightened of losing coverage or facing 

a catastrophic illness that could wipe 
them out financially. They are asking 
for our help. 

Coverage and access issues are not 
the only problems. The American peo
ple also want us to come to grips with 
the astronomical costs of health care. 
As long as health care costs continue 
to rise at 8 to 10 percent a year faster 
than the rate of inflation, as long as 
health spending consumes 12 percent or 
more of our gross national product, 
doomsday is just around the corner. 
How can America hope to compete in 
the world economy if more and more of 
our national resources are being 
consumed on health care? Clearly, real 
cost control must figure prominently 
in any reform effort-and real cost con
trol is a major part of the bill I am in
troducing today. 

The debate on how to provide univer
sal health coverage will be a tough one. 
There are no cheap or easy answers 
and, at the moment, there is no broad 
consensus. Today, I am pleased to add 
this important proposal to the growing 
list of alternative solutions. 

The bill is both comprehensive and 
responsible. It proposes to phase-in a 
pay-or-play health insurance system 
which would require each employer to 
choose from one of two options. Spe
cifically, an employer would either 
have to provide private health insur
ance meeting certain minimum stand
ards to all employees and dependents, 
or pay a payroll tax that would help fi
nance a public health insurance plan 
which would in turn cover those em
ployees. 

At the outset, the payroll tax would 
be set at 9 percent of the Medicare 
wage base and indexed to the rate of 
growth in health benefits covered by 
the program. It is estimated that ini
tially this will result in roughly 15 per
cent of employees participating in the 
public plan. 

The plan would be phased in, starting 
first with larger employers, graduaBy 
adding smaller employers and ulti
mately covering all citizens by the 
fourth year. Employers and employees 
would share the premium or tax, with 
at least 80 percent paid by the em
ployer, the remaining 20 percent by the 
worker. This is one of many ways to 
approach the transition to universal 
coverage. While I firmly believe that 
some appropriate transition is needed, 
for both policy and cost reasons, I wel
come suggestions for alternative ap
proaches. 

Benefits under the plan would gen
erally be the same as those available 
through Medicare. However, deducti
bles would be limited to $250 per indi
vidual and $500 per family and a limit 
would be set on out-of-pocket medical 
expenses to protect families from huge 
medical bills they cannot afford. Chil
dren's benefits and a pregnancy pack
age would be added to the usual Medi
care benefits, as would certain preven-

tive services---colorectal screening, 
various immunizations, and additional 
mammography exams. 

Another important feature of the bill 
is a gradual reduction in the age at 
which Americans qualify for Medicare. 
Under the bill, the age would be de
creased annually from 65 to 60 over 5 
years, providing significant new bene
fits to many early retirees and reliev
ing many employers of a growing por
tion of their retiree health care liabil
ity. This retiree health feature is par
ticularly important in light of the re
cent Federal Accounting Standards 
Board accounting change. 

The bill also includes tough new cost 
containment provisions that, varied by 
type of provider, set annual targets for 
the rate of increase in the costs of 
overall health benefits. With health 
spending now consuming 12 percent of 
our Nation's GNP, strong cost contain
ment is absolutely essential, and a 
critical part of this bill. One service 
that is not covered or subject to cost 
control in this bill is prescription 
drugs, even though I am very con
cerned about the recent rapid increase 
in drug costs. I invite comment in our 
hearings this fall on whether prescrip
tion drugs should be covered and sub
ject to cost containment. 

The bill also proposes to reform the 
group health insurance market by es
tablishing standards for all group 
plans, prohibiting discrimination based 
on health status or medical history, 
and limiting exclusions for preexisting 
conditions to 6 months. In addition, no 
employer with less than 100 employees 
would be allowed to self-insure and in
surers offering plans to small employ
ers would have to offer year-round, 
open enrollment and community-rated 
premiums. 

Another feature of the bill is a per
manent extension of the present law 25-
percent deduction that small busi
nesses can take for certain health in
surance costs. In addition, the bill 
would expand that deduction to 100 per
cent if the small business provides a 
Medicare-type benefit package that 
mirrors the benefits offered under this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill proposes to fund 
these benefits with a three-part reve
nue package. First, the Medicare wage 
base would be capped at $200,000 and 
the Medicare tax rate raised to 1.55 per
cent, effective January 1, 1993, and 
then to 1.65 percent on January 1, 1996. 
The revenue generated by this change 
would fund the cost of hospital services 
associated with lowering the age at 
which Medicare eligibility begins. It is 
appropriate that these additional Medi
care benefits be partially funded by 
payroll taxes. Second, a gradually in
creasing surtax would apply to individ
uals and corporations. Third, when all 
Americans, including those who now 
rely on Medicaid for their health cov
erage, are brought into the new health 
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system in 1996, the States would be 
asked to continue to maintain their 
previous share of the costs of the Med
icaid Program to help fund the costs of 
providing health care by contributing 
to the general fund. This, in effect, 
holds States to their current level of 

liealth care financing, adjusted in the 
outyears for inflation. 

Although I am convinced that this 
revenue package fully finances the pro
posed benefits for the next 5 years, the 
Congressional Budget Office and the 
Joint Committee on Taxation cannot 
provide reliable estimates of the costs 
of and revenues generated by the pack
age after fiscal year 1996. That's under
standable but I want to assure my col
leagues of my concern for the costs 
that fall outside the budget window. I 
don't want unfinanced costs that bal
loon in the outyears. I also expect to 
review the distributional impact of this 
financing plan and welcome sugges
tions for alternative financing mecha
nisms. 

History tells me that we cannot un
derestimate the difficulty of reforming 
the health care system. I have been in 
Congress for more than 30 years, and 
am one of the few Members left who 
voted to create Medicare in 1965. That 
victory didn't come easily. 

The fight to create what later be
came Medicare and Medicaid had some 
very heavy hitters on the side of re
form. Momentum built after the tragic 
assassination of President Kennedy and 
the subsequent landslide election of 
President Johnson, who viewed his 
election as a mandate for health care 
reform. Even with all that political 
commitment, it still took more than 5 
years to accomplish. And even then, we 
only solved part of the problem. 

I believe there is no more important 
problem confronting our country today 
than health care. Nothing cries louder 
for a solution. Nor is there anything I 
would like to do more than to assure 
my constituents in Chicago and Ameri
cans across this great country that 
they will receive care when they are 
sick. People who are ill should worry 
solely about getting well. They 
shouldn't be worried about the bills 
that are piling up. 

It is time to abandon the catchy slo
gans and gear up for the legislative 
long march. The debate begins in ear
nest when we return in September. But 
we must keep two things in mind. 

First, absent Presidential leadership, 
we will not be able to achieve a major 
reform of the health care system by 
ourselves. If that means using next 
year to challenge the President to de
bate, so be it. If all we accomplish is 
making health care the cornerstone 
issue of the next Presidential election, 
all the better. George Bush is wrong to 
duck this issue. The American people 
are asking for our help. 

Second, if we are going to be taken 
seriously, we have to confront the mat-

ter in a fiscally responsible manner. 
And we should not overpromise. Gov
ernment has fallen in public esteem in 
recent years because we overpromise 
and don't deliver. That's a big mistake. 
This can be a defining issue for our 
Government. It can either prove the 
cynics right when they say that Gov
ernment is more problem than solu
tion, and confirm the public's worst 
fears about tax-and-spend big govern
ment politicians, or it can restore civic 
responsibility and respect. · 

It is really our choice-a choice 
which millions of Americans are wait
ing for this Congress and this President 
to make. They deserve no less than our 
full commitment to the critical issues 
of health care costs and access. I sin
cerely hope that the legislation I am 
introducing today improves the 
chances for political consensus and ul
timate enactment of significant reform 
of the health care system. 
H.R. 3205--THE HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE 

AND COST CONTAINMENT ACT OF 1991 
1. HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR EVERY 

AMERICAN 

In general, universal health insurance cov
erage would be assured by requiring each em
ployer to provide basic health insurance 
meeting certain minimum standards to all 
employees and dependents or to pay an ex
cise tax assessed as a percentage of wages. 

Employees of firms that chose to pay the 
tax would be covered under a public plan 
similar to the existing Medicare program. 
Individuals not connected to the work force 
would be covered under the public plan. 

2. PAY-OR-PLAY PLAN 

Employers could provide the basic benefit 
package through private health insurance or 
a self-insured employer plan. Employers 
could charge employees up to 20 percent of 
the premiums for the coverage. Firms choos
ing to pay the tax would pay 80 percent of 
the tax, with employees paying the remain
ing 20 percent. 

3. PAY-OR-PLAY TRIGGER 

The pay-or-play trigger would be imposed 
as an excise tax assessed as a percentage of 
wages. It would be initially set at 9.0 percent 
of the Medicare wage base and would be in
dexed to the rate of growth in the health 
benefits covered by the program. At the ini
tial rate, it is estimated that employers em
ploying fifteen percent of the covered em
ployment-related population would select 
the public plan. 

4. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE PUBLIC PLAN 

A public plan similar to Medicare would be 
established. Benefit payments and direct 
provider relations would be operated, as is 
Medicare, through fiscal intermediaries at 
the state level. The plan would operate under 
the same rules for provider certification and 
quality assurance as Medicare. The program 
would be administered by the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

A Health Insurance Trust Fund would be 
established to receive funds from the excise 
tax and the other revenues dedicated to sup
port of the program. 

5. PHASED IMPLEMENTATION OF PAY OR PLAY 
REQUIREMENTS 

The requirements of the legislation would 
be phased in beginning January 1, 1993. In 
1993, employers with more than 100 employ
ees would be required to provide health in-

surance coverage or pay the tax. Other em
ployers could voluntarily join the public 
plan as of that date. 

As of January 1, 1994, employers with 50 or 
more employees would be required to provide 
coverage or pay the tax. 

As of January 1, 1995, employers with 25 or 
more employees would be required to provide 
coverage or pay the tax. 

As of January 1, 1996, all employers would 
be required to provide coverage or pay the 
tax. In addition, all persons not connected to 
the work force would be enrolled in the pub
lic plan. 

6. MULTIPLE EMPLOYER RULES 

In the case of families with more than one 
worker and where both employers offer a pri
vate plan, families would choose under which 
employer plan they would be enrolled. The 
nonenrolling employer(s) would pay a special 
premium to the public plan equal to 40 per
cent of the applicable premium for the public 
plan. The enrolling employer would receive a 
subsidy from the public plan equal to that 
amount for each enrolled employee of an-
other firm. · 

Families with employees covered by both a 
private and the public plan would be required 
to choose coverage under the private plan, 
and the private plan would receive a subsidy 
equal to forty percent of the applicable pub
lic plan premium for each enrolled employee 
of another firm. The employer participating 
in the public plan and the firm's employees 
would pay the tax. 

Families with all employees covered by the 
public plan would receive coverage from that 
plan and each employee and their employer 
would pay the tax. 

Families with more than one employed 
person would not be liable for paying the 
extra employee share(s) of taxes. 

7. TREATMENT OF PART-TIME AND TEMPORARY 
EMPLOYEES 

An employer could opt for private or public 
coverage of part-time employees, and such 
employees could be treated differently from 
full-time employees. Full-time work is de
fined as more than 17.5 hours per week. Tem
porary employees would be covered under 
the public plan. 

For these employees participating in the 
public plan, the employer would pay the tax 
on the wages paid to the part-time or tem
porary employee. This amount would be 
credited against the public plan premium 
which the employee would otherwise owe as 
an individual, described below. 

8. HEALTH BENEFITS 

Basic benefits: Benefits would generally be 
the same as under the Medicare program ex
cept there would be a single deductible of 
$250 per individual/$500 per family and an 
out-of-pocket limit of $2,500 per individual! 
$3,000 per family. Certain new prevention 
benefits, also added to Medicare and de
scribed below, would be included in the basic 
benefit package. 

Children's benefits: Benefits for children 
would include well-child care and preventive 
care as recommended by the American Acad
emy of Pediatrics without co-payments or 
deductibles, and hospital care without co
payments or limits on days of care per spell 
of illness. 

Pregnancy benefits: Benefits for preg
nancy-related services would include pre
natal care, inpatient labor and delivery, 
postnatal care, and postnatal family plan
ning services based upon the recommenda
tions of the American College of Obstetrics 
and Gynecology, without co-payments or 
deductibles. 
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The Secretary of Health and Human Serv

ices would be required to establish a system 
for certifying that insurance plans and em
ployer self-insured plans met the benefit re
quirements. 

9. HEALTH CARE COST CONTAINMENT 

A national limit would be set on the health 
expenditures of the public plan and of em
ployer plans for services covered under the 
program. The limit would equal the rate of 
nominal growth in the gross national prod
uct (GNP) plus: Four percent in 1993 and 1994; 
three percent in 1995 and 1996; two percent in 
1997 and 1998; and one percent in 1999 and 
2000. 

In 2001 and thereafter the increase would 
be equal to the nominal growth in the GNP. 

A Health Care Cost Containment Commis
sion would be established consisting of elev
en experts in health financing, health insur
ance, provider reimbursement, and related 
fields. Commissioners would be appointed by 
the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. 

The Commission would negotiate with 
health care providers to allocate national ex
penditures under the limit among the var
ious sectors of the health care delivery sys
tem. 

The Commission would also develop a na
tional capital budget for needed health care 
facilities and equipment. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices would establish payment rates for 
health care services on an annual basis 
which would result in aggregate expendi
tures equal to the amount available under 
the national expenditure limit. 

The rates would be based on the meth
odologies established under the Medicare 
system, including the Prospective Payment 
System for hospitals and the Resource-Based 
Relative Scale (RB RVS). The rates would be 
used by the public plan to pay providers and 
would be ceilings for rates of payment by 
private insurers and by self-insured employer 
plans. The extra billing limits of Medicare 
would apply to the public plan and to all pri
vate plans. 

10. INDIVIDUAL ENROLLMENT IN PUBLIC PLAN 

Individuals not connected to the workforce 
would be enrolled in the public plan. Pre
miums for individual would be based upon 
the actuarial cost of the benefits of the pub
lic plan. Individuals who did not enroll on a 
timely basis would be subject to a penalty of 
twice any premiums otherwise due. 

11. LOW-INCOME ASSISTANCE 

Low-income persons and families would be 
eligible for assistance relating to premiums, 
deductibles, and coinsurance for which they 
would otherwise be responsible. 

For individuals or families with incomes 
below 100 percent of the Federal poverty 
level, the assistance would equal the total 
amount of all premiums, deductibles, and co
insurance. For individuals and families with 
incomes between 100 and 200 percent of the 
poverty level, the assistance would diminish 
on a sliding scale. 

Both employed persons and persons not 
connected to the work force could receive as
sistance, but employers would still pay their 
share of the costs of coverage for employed 
persons and their dependents. 

Persons eligible for aid to families with de
pendent children, supplemental security in
come, or the earned income tax credit would 
be deemed to be eligible for assistance. Other 
persons would have to apply for assistance. If 
family income changed during the year, any 
assistance received would be reconciled to 
those changes at the end of the year. 

Medicare beneficiaries would be eligible for 
low-income assistance under the same terms, 
except that the assistance available would 
relate to the Part A and B premiums, 
deductibles, and coinsurance otherwise due. 

12. EXPANSION OF MEDICARE TO AGE 60 

The age of eligibility for Medicare would 
be reduced one year of age in each year be
ginning January 1, 1993; eligibility would 
reach age 60 on January 1, 1997. 

13. PREVENTION BENEFITS 

Annual mammography screening, colo
rectal screening, various vaccinations, and 
well-child care would be required benefits for 
employer plans and the public plan and 
would be added to the Medicare program. 

14. GROUP HEALTH INSURANCE STANDARDS 

General Standards: All group health insur
ance plans would be required to meet certain 
standards. Plans not meeting these stand
ards would be subject to a tax equal to fifty 
percent of the premiums collected and would 
lose their status as qualified employer plans 
for purposes of the pay-or-play requirements. 

Under the standards, no group insurance 
plans could discriminate on the basis of 
health status, claims experience, receipt of 
health care, medical history, or evidence of 
insurability of an individual. Pre-existing 
condition exclusions could only apply for a 
six-month period and could not apply to 
newborns. No pre-existing condition exclu
sion could apply if an individual had been 
covered under another qualified plan or the 
public plan for more than six months prior 
to enrollment. 

Small Group Standards: No employer with 
fewer than 100 employees would be allowed 
to self-insure. 

Insurers offering insurance plans to small 
employers would be required to offer the 
plan to all small employers on a continuous, 
year-round basis. Insurers would be required 
to offer coverage for a full year. Premiums 
would be required to be community-rated for 
a given .geographic area, but could be ad
justed for age, gender, and type of family en
rollment. Insurers would be required to offer 
a minimum benefit package which contained 
only the basic benefits required for all em
ployers. 

15. COBRA CONTINUATION REQUIREMENTS 

The health insurance continuation require
ments enacted as part of the Consolidated 
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1985 would be 
repealed. 

16. MEDICAID 

Medicaid would continue for the currently 
eligible population for the benefits not cov
ered under this program. 

During the transition period, payments 
under State Medicaid programs to hospitals 
and physicians would be required to be in
creased. Payments would be required to 
equal the following specified percentages of 
Medicare payments, adjusted for differences 
in the covered populations: 70 percent in 
1993; 80 percent in 1994; and, 90 percent in 
1995. These payment levels could not be 
waived by the Secretary. 

States would be subject to maintenance of 
effort rules that would require them to pay 
the amount they otherwise would have spent 
for Medicaid benefits into the Health Insur
ance Trust Fund. 

17. DEDUCTION FOR HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS 
OF SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS 

The bill extends the present-law 25 percent 
deduction for health insurance costs of self
employed individuals for 1992 and modifies 
this deduction for subsequent years to con-

form to the universal health coverage poli
cies of the bill. 

Until the universal coverage provisions of 
the bill are effective (i.e., for 1993 through 
1996), self-employed individuals and owners 
of personal service corporations are entitled 
to deduct 100 percent of their health insur
ance costs if they provide to all their em
ployees who work more than 20 hours per 
week health coverage that meets the re
quirements of a qualified employer health 
plan under the bill. If such coverage is not 
provided, then the deduction for health 
inurance expenses of such person is limited 
to 25 percent. 

For years after 1996, the deduction is 100 
percent of the costs of health insurance cov
erage. 

18. FINANCING 

To the extent that it is not paid for by the 
payroll taxes under the pay-or-play provi
sions, the program would be financed 
through a combination of a health surtax 
imposed on corporations and individuals and 
increases in the Hospital Insurance payroll 
tax imposed on both employers and employ
ees. 

Universal health coverage surtax: The bill 
imposes a health surtax under which the tax 
liability (before any tax credits) of individ
uals (computed without regard to the surtax) 
would be increased. The surtax would be ap
plied for purposes of the regular income tax 
as well as the alternative minimum tax. For 
taxable years beginning in 1993, the surtax 
would be six percent, for 1995 seven percent, 
and for 1996 nine percent. For example, if a 
taxpayer's tax liability was $1,000 in 1996, the 
taxpayer would owe an additional $90. 

This surtax would be applied both to the 
regular income tax as well as the alternative 
minimum tax. The surtax also would apply 
to estates and trusts. 

The bill would impose a similar health sur
tax on the tax liability (before tax credits) of 
corporations increased on the same schedule 
as the individual income tax. The surtax 
would apply for purposes of the regular in
come tax as well as the alternative mini
mum tax. For taxable years beginning in 1993 
the surtax would be six percent, for 1995 
seven percent, and for 1996 nine percent. 

Hospital insurance tax: The Hospital Insur
ance payroll tax imposed on both employers 
and employees would be raised to pay for the 
improvements in Medicare benefits, includ
ing reduction in age of eligibility o 

Under the bill, the m taxable wage base 
would be increased from $125,000 to $200,000 
(indexed), effective January 1, 1993. 

In addition, the m tax rate on both em
ployers and employees would be increased 
from 1.45 percent to 1.55 percent in 1993 and 
to 1.65 percent in 1996. Corresponding 
changes would be made to self-employment 
taxes. 

THE NATIONAL AIR AND SPACE 
MUSEUM EXPANSION SITE SE
LECTION ACT OF 1991 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing, with my colleague, 
BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, and 22 other co
sponsors, legislation to set up a na
tional competition to select the loca
tion of the Smithsonian Institution's 
National Air and Space Museum 


























































































































































































































